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PREFACE

Without a doubt, Genesis is the single most vilified book in all the Bible. While men of every
age have mocked and attacked the Bible as a whole, no single book has taken the brunt of such
attacks more often than the book of Genesis. The reason for the vehemence and frequency of such
attacks upon the inspired book should be obvious—both biblical faith and man’s world view find
their own genesis, their raison d’étre, within its pages. But, with Genesis neatly dismissed, the re-
mainder of Scripture rests upon a mobile foundation, much like a rotting shack teetering upon a
fault line—with collapse imminent.

Think of the significance of this first book of the English Bible. Genesis not only provides the
only inspired cosmogony available to man, but in doing so introduces for the first time on written
record the Bible’s primary theme—the redemption of man through reconciliation to the God against
Whom he had sinned. Genesis tells man how to interpret the physical world in which he lives. It
gives the divine answers to timeless questions concerning the meaning and result of sin. It tells man
of the proper relationship between the sexes. And it even instructs him as to the origin of the mul-
tiplicity of human languages.

In fewer words than an average sportswriter would use to present his account of a Friday night
high school football game, Moses, by inspiration, discussed in Genesis 3 the breaking of the cov-
enant between man and God, the entrance of sin into the world, and the need for a coming Redeemer
—the theme that was to occupy the rest of Scripture. Were it not for the book of Genesis, man for-
ever would be forced to ask—yet never be competent to answer—such questions as “Whence have
I come?,” “Why am I here?,” and “Where am I going?” Only in Genesis can the information be
found to formulate answers to these questions—questions that linger in the heart of almost every
person. What we as humans so often fail to realize is that we are not involved in a search for truth
because it is lost; rather, we are involved in a search for truth because without it, we are!

But we are not merely on a search; we also are engaged in a battle. When the apostle Paul
wrote to first-century Christians in the city of Ephesus, he talked about that battle. He wanted to
admonish, to warn, and to encourage. Thus, he penned these words:

Finally, be strong in the Lord, and in the strength of his might. Put on the whole armor of God, that

ye may be able to stand against the wiles of the devil. For our wrestling is not against flesh and

blood, but against the principalities, against the powers, against the world-rulers of this darkness,

against the spiritual hosts of wickedness in the heavenly places. Wherefore take up the whole ar-

mor of God, that ye may be able to withstand in the evil day, and, having done all, to stand (Ephe-

sians 6:10-12).

The volume you hold in your hand is a book about a battle—a battle taking place among us
over one of the most important and controversial topics in human history: origins. It is absolutely
imperative that we win this battle. Our souls, the souls of our children and grandchildren, the souls
of many of our friends, and the souls of many even yet unborn are at stake.

But why is this particular battle of such critical importance? There are a number of reasons, but
primarily what makes victory so urgent is best summarized in this one thought: give a man a false,
warped view of his origin, and he likewise will possess a false, warped view of his destiny. Origin
and destiny are inseparably linked.

In almost every human activity the process of recognizing, believing, and properly utilizing
truth is vitally important. Jesus tried to impress this upon His generation when He said: “Ye shall
know the truth, and the truth shall make you free” (John 8:32). The same principle operates even
today, two thousand years later. Surely, if knowing the truth makes us free, then not knowing the
truth makes us captives of one sort or another. When we refuse to acknowledge and believe the
truth, we become susceptible to every ill-conceived plan, deceptive scheme, and false concept that
the winds of change may blow our way. We become slaves to error because we have abandoned
the one moral compass—truth—that possesses the ability to show us the way, and thereby to set
us free.
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The simple fact of the matter, however, is that we are responsible for what we choose to be-
lieve. Using the personal volition with which God has endowed us, we may choose freely to believe
the truth, or we may choose just as freely to believe error. The choice is up to each individual. And
once an individual has made up his mind that he prefers error over truth, God will not deter him, as
Paul made clear when he wrote his second epistle to the Thessalonians. In that letter, he spoke of
those who “received not the love of the truth” (2: 10), and then went on to say that “for this cause
God sendeth them a working of error, that they should believe a lie” (2 Thessalonians 2:11). What
a horrible thought—to go through life believing a lie!

But what, exactly, was Paul suggesting when he stated in 2 Thessalonians 2:11 that “God send-
eth them a working of error, that they should believe a lie”? Was the apostle teaching that God
purposely causes men to believe error?

No, he most certainly was not. Paul’s point in this passage was that because God has granted
man personal volition, and because He has provided within the Bible the rules, regulations, and
guidelines to govern the use of that personal volition, He therefore will refrain from overriding man’s
freedom of choice—even when it violates His law. God will not contravene man’s decisions or in-
terfere with the actions based on those decisions. The prophet Isaiah had recorded God’s words
on this subject many years before when he wrote:

Yea, they have chosen their own ways, and their soul delighteth in their abominations: I also will

choose their delusions, and will bring their fears upon them; because when I called, none did an-

swer; when I spake, they did not hear: but they did that which was evil in mine eyes, and chose

that wherein I delighted not (Isaiah 66:3-4).

The psalmist recorded God’s words on this matter when he wrote: “But my people hearkened not
to my voice; and Israel would not hear me. So I let them go after the stubbornness of their heart,
that they might walk in their own counsels” (Psalm 81:11-12). In Romans 11:8, Paul (quoting
from Isaiah 29:10) stated concerning the rebellious Israelites: “God gave them a spirit of stupor,
eyes that they should not see, and ears that they should not hear.”

Therefore, as Paul penned his second epistle to the young evangelist Timothy, he urged him to
“give diligence to present thyself approved unto God, a workman that needeth not to be ashamed,
handling aright the word of truth” (2 Timothy 2:15). Surely it behooves us today as well to “handle
aright” so precious a commodity as the “word of truth.” The salvation of our own souls, and the
souls of those with whom we come in contact and attempt to teach (by word or by deed), will de-
pend on the accuracy of the message.

Some, however, have elected to employ their freedom of choice to ignore and/or disobey the
truth. Concerning those people who refused to have God in their knowledge, and who actually pre-
ferred believing a lie to accepting the truth, Paul repeatedly stated that “God gave them up” (Ro-
mans 1:24,26,28). They could have come to a knowledge of the truth, but they would not.

Strong words, those—“God gave them up!” Why would the apostle use such terms to describe
some of the people of his generation? His reason, according to the text that follows, was because
“they exchanged the truth of God for a lie, and worshipped and served the creature rather than the
Creator” (Romans 1:25).

Is this not an apt description of evolutionists of our day? Have they not “exchanged the truth
of God for a lie, and worshipped and served the creature rather than the Creator”? Is this not what
evolution does best—exalting the creature over the Creator? And all in the name of “science”?
When Paul wrote his first letter to Timothy, he warned: “O Timothy, keep that which is committed
to thy trust, avoiding profane and vain babblings, and oppositions of science falsely so called” (1
Timothy 6:20, KJV, emp. added). To the Colossians, the apostle to the Gentiles wrote: “Take heed
lest there shall be any one that maketh spoil of you through his philosophy and vain deceit, af-
ter the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the world” (Colossians 2:8, emp. added).

Those of us who accept the Bible as the inspired, inerrant, authoritative Word of God, and
who accept the biblical record of origins at face value, now find ourselves engaged in a fierce bat-
tle with not one, but two antagonists. First, we are involved in a battle with out-and-out evolu-
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tionists—men and women who retain no belief whatsoever in God or His Word. To them, their
origin is strictly a naturalistic phenomenon—nothing more, but certainly nothing less. Richard
Dawkins, author of the widely circulated, anti-creationist book, The Blind Watchmaker, suggested
that “Darwin’s theory is now supported by all the available relevant evidence, and its truth is not
doubted by any serious modern biologist” (1982, p. 130). A scant seven years later, Dr. Dawkins
even went so far as to state: “It is absolutely safe to say that if you meet somebody who claims
not to believe in evolution, that person is ignorant, stupid, or insane (or wicked, but I’d rather not
consider that)” [1989, p. 34, parenthetical comment in orig.].

Second, there are the opponents who profess a belief in God and His Word, but who have
compromised the biblical account of origins so that many aspects of the evolutionary cosmogony
may be incorporated into that divine record. Those in the first group rally under such names as ath-
eist, agnostic, infidel, skeptic, freethinker, and the like. Those in the second group rally under the
banners of theistic evolution, progressive creationism, threshold evolution, old-Earth creationism,
and other similar concepts.

While we disagree strongly with both groups’ views on origins, this book is a discussion about
only one of those groups—the one composed of people who have compromised the Word of God
with naturalistic theories of origins. Much is at stake, for if the theistic evolutionists, progressive
creationists, and their cohorts are correct, we who have understood the biblical record to be taken
as a literal, historical account of our ultimate origin are wrong. Our adversaries defend a view
which suggests that the account is not to be taken in such a fashion, but instead is to be viewed as
a mythical, poetical, or allegorical story that is perfectly consistent with most of the tenets of or-
ganic evolution.

Furthermore, if our detractors are right, most (if not all!) of what we thought was correct
turns out not to be correct. Progressive creationists, theistic evolutionists, and their kin would have
us believe that while the creation account itself is mythical in nature (and thus cannot be accepted
as historically true), that should not affect our faith in any significant fashion. For example, Pro-
fessor Van A. Harvey of Stanford University has suggested that “the Christian faith is not belief
in a miracle, it is the confidence that Jesus’ witness is a true one” (1966, p. 274). What does he
mean by such a statement? Listen carefully as he explains further:

If we understand properly what is meant by faith, then this faith has no clear relation to any
particular set of historical beliefs at all.... The conclusion one is driven to is that the content of
faith can as well be mediated through a historically false story of a certain kind as through
a true one, through a myth as well as through history (pp. 280- 281, emp. added).

In other words, biblical faith can be grounded just as easily in falsehood as in truth! So, it is not
whether Genesis actually tells us the truth, but whether we believe it tells us the truth that mat-
ters.

What strikes one immediately about such a concept is the low estimate of the Bible it entails.
If God’s Word can use falsehoods to teach on what are alleged to be “peripheral” matters (like
creation), why can it not also use falsehoods to teach on “essential” matters (like salvation)? And
who among us, then, becomes the final arbiter as to what is true and what is false—what is “his-
torical” as opposed to what is “mythical”?

The fact of the matter is, we serve a God Who cannot lie (Titus 1:2; Hebrews 6:18). What
Christ taught, and what the Bible teaches, we, as His disciples, should believe and teach—with
the full assurance that we shall be both accurate and safe in so doing.

The sad truth, however, is that all too often people simply are not willing to handle the truth
aright. On various occasions, this unwillingness manifests itself even among those who profess to
be Christians, and who suggest that their intention is to defend the Word of God while at the same
time trying to teach and convert the lost. When they are challenged regarding the inappropriate and
incorrect content of their message, the justification they offer (even if it is not usually verbalized
in these exact words—although sometimes it is!) is that “the end justifies the means.” Some ap-
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parently feel that employing just straightforward, unadulterated, Bible teaching will not impress
people sufficiently to convince them to want to obey God’s Word. Add to that the fact that it sim-
ply is not popular in our day and age to advocate biblical creationism, and it is easy to understand
why the message of the Genesis account of creation frequently is altered (or ignored altogether),
and why falsehood then so often is the end result.

But surely the question begs to be asked: What good ultimately results from the teaching of
such falsehood? Can we legitimately convert the lost through the teaching of error? Can one be
taught wrongly and obey correctly? The teaching of error may comfort where truth offends.
Yes, a person who believes that God created the Universe and populated the Earth via the process
of organic evolution can be allowed to think that such a view is correct. But in the end, three things
have occurred. First, as a result of having believed error, the sinner may not be truly converted.
Second, the church has been filled with theistic evolutionists, progressive creationists, and others
who hold to false views. Since “a little leaven leavens the whole lump” (Galatians 5:9), the church
will be weakened, and others may be lured into accepting the same error through association with
those who believe it (and teach it) to be true. Third, the person who perpetrated the false teaching
has placed his soul, and the souls of those he taught, in jeopardy because of the error he advocated.

Error is error, regardless of the effects produced. Christians are not called to teach error, but
truth (John 14:6). Surely, the question should be asked: What faithful Christian would want to teach,
or believe, any error? God always has measured men by their attitude toward the truth. And the
truth can free us only if we know it, accept it, and obey it. Error never frees; it only enslaves. Spir-
itual benefits cannot result from the teaching of error.

It is the thesis of this book that there can be no compromise with error. Certainly I do not wish
to be harsh or strident, but I do wish to defend firmly the Genesis account of origins as being a
literal, historical, and accurate account of the Godhead’s activity in the realm of creation. Christ,
and the Old and New Testament writers, viewed it as such; therefore we not only are correct in fol-
lowing their example, but absolutely must do so.

While it may be true that there are many today who reject the biblical account of creation and
accept the basic tenets of organic evolution (in whole or in part), we must not fall prey to mob
psychology—the idea which suggests that because “everyone is doing it,” that somehow makes it
right.

Christ, in His beautiful “Sermon on the Mount,” warned: “Narrow is the gate, and straitened
the way, that leadeth unto life, and few are they that find it” (Matthew 7:13-14). Those in the ma-
jority ultimately will abandon God’s wisdom in favor of their own. In Romans 12:2, Paul admon-
ished Christians: “Be not conformed to this world.” His command had its basis both in Christ’s
teachings, and in those of Moses. In Exodus 23:2, Moses commanded the people of Israel: “Thou
shalt not follow a multitude to do evil.”

It likewise is the contention of this book that Christians may not ignore, be apathetic toward,
or casual about those who teach such error. The Scriptures speak plainly on this subject. It is
wrong for Christians to allow false teachers and their erroneous doctrines to go unchallenged (2
John 9-11). To the Christians in Rome, Paul wrote:

Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them that are causing the divisions and occasions of stumbling,
contrary to the doctrine which ye learned: and turn away from them. For they that are such serve
their own belly, and by their smooth and fair speech they beguile the hearts of the innocent (Ro-
mans 16:17-18).

Jude’s exhortation was that we “contend earnestly for the faith which was once for all delivered
unto the saints” (Jude 3). Paul told the Christians in Thessalonica to “withdraw yourselves from
every brother that walketh disorderly and not after the tradition which they received of us” (2 Thes-
salonians 3:6). The Greek word translated “disorderly” is an adverbial form of the Greek verb, atak-
teo, a word that, according to Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon, is used “of soldiers marching out
of order, or quitting the ranks.”
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The material in this volume is about Bible believers, and in some instances even New Testa-
ment Christians, who are “marching out of order” because they have—for all practical purposes
—"“quit the ranks.” Peter spoke of some who were known to be “wresting the Scriptures to their
own destruction” (2 Peter 3:16). Many of those discussed within these pages are guilty of that very
offense. Equally as important, however, is the fact that by advocating—publicly or privately—their
off-beat theories about God’s creative activity, they have influenced others to believe incorrectly,
and in so doing to imperil their souls.

In 2 Timothy 3:1-4, Paul presented his protgégé with a litany of sins that characterized what
he termed “grievous times.” In addition to those who were selfish, boastful, haughty, disobedient,
and without self-control, Paul wrote of men “holding a form of godliness, but having denied the
power thereof” (2 Timothy 3:5). Paul’s point was that Timothy would encounter some who, from
all outward appearances, were moral, truthful, dedicated Christians. But the outward appearance
was deceptive because they had become hypocrites whose lives and teachings did not conform to the
Gospel. In a similar fashion, many Christians today apparently have ignored the impact on their
own faith, and on the faith of others, of not accepting what God has said concerning His creative
activity—and that of His Son—as recorded in the book of Genesis.

In commenting on the sinful nature of the first-century Pharisees, Christ Himself said: “Ye also
outwardly appear righteous unto men, but inwardly ye are full of hypocrisy and iniquity” (Mat-
thew 23:28). The people described by Paul who exhibited “a form of godliness,” but who had “de-
nied the power thereof,” possessed the same hypocritical, sinful nature as the Pharisees, which is
why Paul commanded Timothy, “from these also turn away” (2 Timothy 3:5).

Will historians of the future, as they look back on the twentieth century, say, as O.M. Gilman
did of those in the nineteenth century (when he wrote in his book, The Evolutionary Outlook: 1875-
1900): “After a generation of argument, educated Americans in general came to accept the fact of
evolution and went on to make whatever intellectual adjustments they thought necessary” (1971,
p. 2)? Will we give up the inspired testimony of God’s Word and simply “make whatever intel-
lectual adjustments” are necessary to accommodate our thinking to the pseudo-scientific trappings
of organic evolution? The old adage is correct: “All that is necessary for evil to triumph is for good
men to do nothing.”

In regard to the “intellectual adjustments” (read that as “compromises”) that so many Bible be-
lievers have made to incorporate various aspect of evolution into their faith-system, I am inclined
to say that the philosopher’s satirical point was well made when, in days of old, he said: “Quos
Deus vult pedere pruis dementat!” (“Whom the gods would destroy, they first make mad!”). The
inspired apostle Paul put it in another way: “Professing themselves to be wise, they became fools”
(Romans 1:22).

If I may kindly say so, those who boldly step forward to compromise the plain teaching of
the inspired Word of God need to know that their compromises will not go unchallenged or unan-
swered. It is the purpose of this book both to challenge, and to answer, many of those compro-
mises. It is my sincere desire that this volume will provide ammunition for the Christian soldier
who is in the heat of the battle, so that “ye may be able to withstand in the evil day, and, having
done all, to stand.”

Bert Thompson
November 1, 2000
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION:
THE IMPORTANCE OF BELIEFS REGARDING ORIGINS

To the faithful Christian, there is little of more importance than the proclamation and defense
of the Old Jerusalem Gospel that is able to save men’s souls. Christianity did not come into the
world with a whimper, but a bang. It was not in the first century, nor is it intended to be in the
twenty-first, something “done in a corner.” While it certainly may be true to say regarding some
religions that they flourish best in secrecy, such is not the case with Christianity. It is intended to
be presented, and to flourish, in the marketplace of ideas. In addition, it may be stated safely that
while some religions eschew open investigation and critical evaluation, Christianity welcomes both.
It is a historical religion—the only one of the world’s major religions based upon an individual rath-
er than a mere ideology—that claims, and can document, an empty tomb for its Founder.

Christians, unlike adherents of many other religions, do not have an option regarding the dis-
tribution and/or dissemination of their faith. The efficacy of God’s saving grace as made possible
through His Son, Jesus Christ, is a message that all accountable men and women need to hear, and
one that Christians are commanded to pronounce (John 3:16; Matthew 28:18-20; cf. Ezekiel 33:7-9).

What sets biblical faith apart from the beliefs of certain other religions is that instead of being
rooted solely in an appeal to the emotions, it is rooted in an appeal to both the emotions and the
intellect. In other words, biblical faith addresses both the heart and the mind; it is not just felt, but
learned as well. This always has been the case. From the moment of man’s creation, God sought to
teach him how to make correct choices that would keep him in, or return him to, a covenant relation-
ship with his Creator. Thus, as soon as man was placed in the lovely Garden of Eden, God gave the
instructions necessary for man’s temporal and spiritual well-being (Genesis 1:28; 2:16-17). From
that moment forward, God actively taught man how to build, and maintain, a proper relationship
with his heavenly Father. This is evident within the pages of both the Old and New Testaments.

The Old Testament, for example, is filled with numerous instances of God’s providing people
with the instructions that would prompt them to serve Him with their hearts as well as with their
intellects. During the Patriarchal Age, God spoke directly to the renowned men of old, and con-
veyed to them the commandments intended to regulate their daily lives, as well as their worship of
Him. The apostle Paul, alluding to the Gentiles, spoke of those who had the law “written in their
hearts, their conscience bearing witness therewith, and their thoughts accusing or else excusing them”
(Romans 2:15).

Later, during the Mosaical Age, God’s instructions were given to the Hebrews in written form
so that as they grew numerically, they also would possess the ability to grow spiritually. Jewish par-
ents were instructed to teach God’s Word to their children on a continuing basis (see Deuteronomy
4:10; 6:7-9; 11:18-25). Eventually, when national and spiritual reform was needed, God provided
numerous kings and prophets to perform this important task (see 2 Kings 23:1-3; 2 Chronicles 7:
7-9). It is said of the Old Testament prophet Ezra that he purposely “had set his heart to seek the
law of Jehovah, and to do it, and to teach in Israel statutes and ordinances” (Ezra 7:10, emp. add-
ed). Nehemiah 8:7-8 records that Ezra “caused the people to understand the law: and the people
stood in their place, and they read in the book, in the law of God, distinctly; and they gave the sense,
so that they understood the reading” (emp. added).

It is clear from such passages that during Old Testament times God placed a premium on know-
ing, understanding, obeying, and teaching His commandments. The golden thread that runs from
Genesis through Malachi—the urgent message that the Savior was coming—could not be expressed
through emotion alone; the intellect had to be involved as well. It was not enough for God’s people
merely to “feel” the message; it had to be taught so they could understand it, realize its importance
to their salvation, and preserve it for generations yet unborn, to whom it also would be taught.
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Similarly, the New Testament stresses the critical nature of teaching. In the first century A.D.,
the message no longer was “the Savior is coming”; rather, the message was “the Savior has come.”
Once Jesus began His public ministry, teaching His disciples (and others whom He encountered on
almost a daily basis) became His primary task. While it is true that today we look upon Him as a
miracle worker, prophet, and preacher, He was foremost a teacher. Throughout Galilee, Samaria,
Judea, and the surrounding areas, Jesus taught in synagogues, boats, temples, streets, marketplaces,
and gardens. He taught on plains, trails, and mountainsides—wherever people were to be found.
And He taught as One possessing authority. After hearing His discourses, the only thing the peo-
ple who heard Him could say was, “Never man so spake” (John 7:46).

The teaching did not stop when Christ returned to heaven. He had trained others—apostles
and disciples—to continue the task He had begun. They were sent to the uttermost parts of the
Earth with the mandate to proclaim the “good news” through preaching and teaching (Matthew
28:18-20). This they did daily (Acts 5:42). The result was additional disciples, who then were
rooted and grounded in the fundamentals of God’s Word (Acts 2:42) so that they, too, could teach
others. In a single day, in a single city, over 3,000 people became Christians as a result of such
teaching (Acts 2:41). In fact, so effective was this kind of instruction that Christianity’s bitterest
enemies desperately tried to prohibit any further public teaching (Acts 4:18; 5:28)—but to no avail.
Christianity’s message, and the unwavering dedication of those into whose hands it had been placed,
were far too powerful for even its most formidable foes to abate or defeat. Almost twenty centuries
later, the central theme of the Cross still is vibrant and forceful.

But will that continue to be the case if those given the sobering task of teaching the Gospel
act irresponsibly and alter its content, or use fraudulent means to present it? The simple fact is, Chris-
tianity’s success today—just as in the first century—is dependent upon the dedication and honesty
of those to whom the Truth has been entrusted. God has placed the Gospel into the hands of men
and women who have been instructed to teach it so that all who hear it might have the opportunity
to obey it and be saved. The apostle Paul commented on this when he wrote: “But we have this treas-
ure in earthen vessels, that the exceeding greatness of the power may be of God, and not from our-
selves” (2 Corinthians 4:7). The thrust of the apostle’s statement in this particular passage was that
the responsibility of taking the Gospel to a lost and dying world ultimately has been given to mortal
men.

From time to time, however, Christians may be afflicted with either an attitude of indifference,
or spiritual myopia (shortsightedness). Both critically impair effectiveness in spreading the Gospel.
A Christian’s attitude of indifference may result from any number of factors, including such things
as a person’s own spiritual weakness, a downtrodden spirit, a lack of serious Bible study, etc.
Spiritual myopia, on the other hand, often is the end product of either not having an adequate un-
derstanding of the Gospel message itself, or not wishing to engage in the controversy that some-
times is necessary to propagate that message.

One such example of spiritual myopia afflicting some Christians today centers on the Bible’s
teaching regarding the topic of origins. Because no one is particularly fond of either controversy
or playing the part of the controversialist, it is not at all uncommon nowadays to hear someone say:
“Why bother getting involved in controversial ‘peripheral’ issues like creation and evolution? Just
teach the Gospel.” Or, one might hear it said that “since the Bible is not a textbook of science, and
since it is the Rock of Ages that is important—not the age of rocks—we should just ‘preach Christ.””

Such statements are clear and compelling evidence of spiritual shortsightedness, and belie a
basic misunderstanding of the seriousness of the Bible’s teachings on one of its most important top-
ics. First, those who suggest that we not concern ourselves with “peripheral” issues such as creation
and evolution, and that we instead “just preach the Gospel,” fail to realize that the Gospel includes
creation and excludes evolution. Second, those who advise us to simply “emphasize saving faith,
not faith in creation,” apparently have forgotten that the most magnificent chapter in all the Bible
on the topic of faith (Hebrews 11) begins by stressing the importance of faith in the ex nihilo cre-
ation of all things by God (verse 3) as preliminary to any kind of meaningful faith in His promises.
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Third, in order to avoid the offense that may come from preaching the complete Gospel, some sim-
ply would regard creation as unimportant. God, however, considered it so important that it was
the topic of His first revelation. The first chapter of Genesis is the very foundation of the rest of the
biblical record. If the foundation is undermined, it will not be long until the superstructure built
upon it collapses as well. Should the first chapters of the Bible prove untrustworthy, upon what
basis would one conclude that those which follow merit any confidence? Fourth, many Christians
today have overlooked the impact on their own faith of not teaching what God has said about cre-
ation. G. Richard Culp stated it well.

One who doubts the Genesis account will not be the same man he once was, for his attitude toward
Holy Scripture has been eroded by false teaching. Genesis is repeatedly referred to in the New
Testament, and it cannot be separated from the total Christian message (1975, pp. 160-161).

Lastly, however, some Christians—aftlicted with spiritual myopia —have advised us to “just
preach Christ,” all the while ignoring, or being uninformed of, the fact that Christ was the Creator
before He became (in a physical sense) the Redeemer, and that His finished work of salvation is
meaningful only in light of His finished work of creation (Hebrews 4:3-10). Furthermore, Christ
and His inspired writers spoke often on the topic of creation and its relevance. The first eleven
chapters of Genesis, sometimes referred to as the “creation chapters,” are an integral part of the
biblical record. They are not unsightly warts or malignant tumors that may be excised, somehow
leaving the remainder of that record intact. If these teachings turn out to be either mythical or
false, it impeaches not only their testimony, but that of the Lord as well, for He accepted them as
both correct and reliable, and used them often as a basis for His instructions and commandments
in the New Testament. The teachings of Moses and Christ are inextricably linked. As Jesus said to
the unbelieving Jews of His day: “For if ye believed Moses, ye would believe me; for he wrote of
me. But if ye believe not his writings, how shall ye believe my words?” (John 5:46-47). John Whit-
comb observed:

It is the privilege of these men to dispense with an historical Adam if they so desire. But they do
not at the same time have the privilege of claiming that Christ spoke the truth. Adam and Christ
stand or fall together... (1972, p. 111).

Why is this so? And why is a correct understanding of origins so important? Simply put, the
answer is this: “If there is no creation, there is nothing else. If there is no Creator, then there is no
Saviour either” (Segraves, 1973, p. 24). Ultimately, a proper understanding of creation depends
upon a proper understanding of Christ, and vice versa. In Romans 5:14, Paul spoke of Adam as “a
figure [tupos, type] of him who was to come”—which no doubt explains why, in the great “resur-
rection chapter” of the New Testament (1 Corinthians 15), the apostle wrote by inspiration:

The first man Adam became a living soul. The last Adam became a life-giving spirit. The first man

is of the earth, earthy; the second man is of heaven...and as we have borne the image of the earthy,
we shall also bear the image of the heavenly (vss. 45-48).

Adam was thus a “type” of Christ; the two stand or fall together.

THE IMPLICATIONS AND CONSEQUENCES OF BELIEF SYSTEMS

These concepts merit serious attention. Most rational, reasonable people would agree that ac-
tions have consequences. If a man commits a crime, is pursued and apprehended by law enforce-
ment officers, tried by a jury of his peers, and sentenced to life in the penitentiary or death in the
electric chair, who is responsible? When an individual decides to act, is it not true that ultimately
the consequences of those actions fall squarely on his or her shoulders? Indeed, actions do have
consequences.

But so do beliefs and ideas. Is that not one reason why the spoken word is so powerful. The
ability to elucidate an idea via a speech, lecture, or other oral presentation can produce astonishing
consequences. Think, for example, of the late president of the United States, John F. Kennedy, who
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inspired Americans with his “Ask not what your country can do for you, but what you can do for
your country” inaugural speech. On the heels of that idea—presented so eloquently by a dashing,
young, newly elected, and extremely popular president—volunteerism in America grew at an un-
precedented rate. Or, reflect upon another presentation in our nation’s capital by the slain civil
rights leader, Martin Luther King Jr. The moving oratory contained in his “I have a dream” speech
captured the attention of an entire nation, and culminated in legislation aimed at protecting the
rights of all citizens, regardless of ethnic background, skin color, or religious beliefs.

Beliefs and ideas presented via the written word are no less powerful. Ponder such documents
as the hallowed United States Constitution, which serves as the basis for the freedoms every citizen
enjoys. Or contemplate the beloved Declaration of Independence that guarantees to every American
man, woman, and child certain “unalienable rights.” Throughout the history of mankind, the written
word has expressed ideas that manifested the ability to free men and women (e.g. the English Mag-
na Carta) or to enslave them (e.g., Adolf Hitler’s Mein Kampf).

Indeed, beliefs and ideas—Ilike actions—have consequences. Prominent humanist Martin Gard-
ner devoted an entire chapter in one of his books to “The Relevance of Belief Systems,” in an at-
tempt to explain that what a person believes profoundly influences how a person acts (1988, pp.
57-64). In his book, Does It Matter What | Believe?, Millard Erickson, wrote that there are numer-
ous reasons

...why having correct beliefs is important. Our whole lives are inevitably affected by the real world
around us, so what we believe about it is of the utmost importance.... What we believe about reality
does not change the truth, nor its effect upon us. Correct belief, however, enables us to know the
truth as it is, and then to take appropriate action, so that it will have the best possible effect upon our
lives. Having correct beliefs is also necessary because of the large amount and variety of incorrect
beliefs which are about (1992, pp. 12,13).

Put simply, it does matter what we believe. Especially is this true when it comes to the top-
ics of creation and evolution, since in this area we are dealing with complete cosmogonies (i.c.,
entire world views). Consider the following.

Evolution and Ethics

Although it is rare to see evolutionists actually admit it, the simple fact of the matter is that
belief in evolution produces a society that is not a very pleasant one in which to live. Several years
ago, British evolutionist Richard Dawkins [who has described himself as “a fairly militant atheist,
with a fair degree of hostility toward religion” (see Bass, 1990, 124[4]:86)] authored a book titled
The Selfish Gene, in which he set forth his theory of genetic determinism. In summarizing the basic
thesis of the book, Dawkins said: “You are for nothing. You are here to propagate your selfish genes.
There is no higher purpose in life” (Bass, 124[4]:60). Dawkins explained:

I am not advocating a morality based on evolution. I am saying how things have evolved. I am not
saying how we humans morally ought to behave.... My own feeling is that a human society based
simply on the gene’s law of universal ruthless selfishness would be a very nasty society in which
to live. But unfortunately, however much we may deplore something, it does not stop it being true
(1989, pp. 2,3, emp. added).

Dawkins is correct in his assessment that a society based on the truthfulness of evolution would
be “a very nasty” place to live. But why? The answer has to do with the implications of belief in evo-
lution.

Ethics generally is viewed as the system or code by which attitudes and actions are determined
to be either right or wrong. But the truth of the matter is that if evolution is correct, and there is
no God, man exists in an environment where “anything goes.” Russian novelist Fyodor Dosto-
yevsky, in The Brothers Karamazov (1880), had one of his characters (Ivan) say that in the ab-
sence of God, everything is allowed. French existential philosopher, Jean Paul Sartre, wrote:
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Everything is indeed permitted if God does not exist, and man is in consequence forlorn, for he
cannot find anything to depend upon either within or outside himself.... Nor, on the other hand, if
God does not exist, are we provided with any values or commands that could legitimize our be-
havior (1961, p. 485).

Sartre contended that whatever one chooses to do is right; value is attached to the choice itself so
that “...we can never choose evil” (1966, p. 279). These men are correct about one thing. If evolu-
tion is true and there is no God, “anything goes” is the name of the game. Thus, it is impossible to
formulate a system of ethics by which one objectively can differentiate “right” from “wrong.”
Agnostic philosopher Bertrand Russell observed:

We feel that the man who brings widespread happiness at the expense of misery to himself is a bet-
ter man than the man who brings unhappiness to others and happiness to himself. I do not know
of any rational ground for this view, or, perhaps, for the somewhat more rational view that what-
ever the majority desires (called utilitarian hedonism) is preferable to what the minority desires.
These are truly ethical problems but I do not know of any way in which they can be solved ex-
cept by politics or war. All that I can find to say on this subject is that an ethical opinion can
only be defended by an ethical axiom, but, if the axiom is not accepted, there is no way of
reaching a rational conclusion (1969, 3:29, emp. added, parenthetical item in orig.).

With no way to reach a rational conclusion on what is ethical, man finds himself adrift in a
chaotic sea of despair where “might makes right,” where “the strong subjugate the weak,” and where
each man does what is right in his own eyes. This is not a system of ethics, but rather a society
driven by anarchy.

Evolution and Morality

Morality is the character of being in accord with the principles or standards of right conduct.
George Gaylord Simpson, Harvard’s late, eminent evolutionist, argued that “man is the result of a
purposeless and materialistic process that did not have him in mind,” yet admitted that “good and
evil, right and wrong, concepts irrelevant in nature except from the human viewpoint, become
real and pressing features of the whole cosmos as viewed by man...because morals arise only in
man” (1967, p. 346, emp. added). Simpson therefore concluded: “Discovery that the universe apart
from man or before his coming lacks and lacked any purpose or plan has the inevitable corollary
that the workings of the universe cannot provide any automatic, universal, eternal, or absolute eth-
ical criteria of right and wrong* (p. 346).

If such concepts as “good and evil, right and wrong” are “real and pressing features,” how, then,
should morals be determined? Since man is viewed as little more than the last animal among many
to be produced by the long, meandering process of evolution, this becomes problematic. In their
book, Origins, Richard Leakey and Roger Lewin wrote: “There is now a critical need for a deep
awareness that, no matter how special we are as an animal, we are still part of the greater balance
of nature...” (1977, p. 256, emp. added). Charles Darwin declared: “There is no fundamental dif-
ference between man and the higher mammals in their mental faculties” (as quoted in Francis Dar-
win, 1898, 1:64). A lion is not plagued by guilt after killing a gazelle’s infant offspring for its noon
meal. A dog does not experience remorse after stealing a bone from one of its peers. Since no other
animal throughout evolutionary history has been able to locate and live by moral standards, should
we somehow trust a “naked ape” (to use zoologist Desmond Morris’ colorful expression from his
1967 book by that title) to do any better? Darwin himself complained: “Can the mind of man,
which has, as I fully believe, been developed from a mind as low as that possessed by the lowest
animals, be trusted when it draws such grand conclusions?” (as quoted in Francis Darwin, 1898,
1:282).

Matter—in and of itself—is impotent to evolve any sense of moral consciousness. If there is
no purpose in the Universe, as Simpson and others have asserted, then there is no purpose to mo-
rality or ethics. But the concept of a purposeless morality, or a purposeless ethic, is irrational.
Unbelief therefore must contend, and does contend, that there is no ultimate standard of moral/
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ethical truth, and that morality and ethics, at best, are relative and situational. That being the case,
who could ever suggest, correctly, that someone else’s conduct was “wrong,” or that a man “ought”
or “ought not” to do thus and so? The simple fact of the matter is that infidelity cannot explain the
origin of morality and ethics.

Evolution and Hedonism

Hedonism is the philosophy which argues that the aim of “moral” conduct is the attainment
of the greatest possible pleasure with the greatest possible avoidance of pain. One of the tenets of
humanism, as expressed in the Humanist Manifesto of 1973, suggested, for example:

...we believe that intolerant attitudes, often cultivated by orthodox religions and puritanical cultures,
unduly repress sexual conduct. The right to birth control, abortion, and divorce should be recognized.
While we do not approve of exploitive, denigrating forms of sexual expression, neither do we wish
to prohibit, by law or social sanction, sexual behavior between consenting adults. The many vari-
eties of sexual exploration should not in themselves be considered “evil.” Without countenancing
mindless permissiveness or unbridled promiscuity, a civilized society should be a tolerant one.
Short of harming others or compelling them to do likewise, individuals should be permitted to ex-
press their sexual proclivities and pursue their lifestyles as they desire (pp. 18-19, emp. in orig.).

What have been the consequences of this kind of thinking? Sexually transmitted diseases are
occurring in epidemic proportions. Teenage pregnancies are rampant. Babies are born already in-
fected with deadly diseases (such as AIDS) because their mothers contracted the diseases during
their pregnancies and passed them on to their unborn offspring. In many places divorces are so com-
mon that they equal or outnumber marriages. Jails are filled to overflowing with rapists, stalkers,
and child molesters. What else, pray tell, will have to go wrong before it becomes apparent that at-
tempts to live without God are futile?

Evolution and the Value of Human Life

Having grown up under a father who was a veterinarian, and personally having served as a pro-
fessor in the College of Veterinary Medicine at Texas A&M University for a number of years, [ have
seen firsthand the fate of animals that have suffered irreparable injuries, have become riddled with
incurable diseases, or have become too old and decrepit to control their bodily functions. I have had
to stand by helplessly and watch my own father, or one of my colleagues, discharge a firearm to end
the life of a horse because of a broken leg that could not be healed. I have had to draw into a syringe
the life-ending drug to be inserted into the veins of someone’s pet dog to “put it to sleep” because
the combination of senility and disease had taken a toll that not even the ablest practitioner of the
healing arts could reverse. It is neither a pleasant task nor a pretty sight. But while a pet dog or
champion 4-H gelding may have held a place of esteem in a child’s heart, the simple fact of the
matter is that the dog is not someone’s father or mother, and the horse is not someone’s brother or
sister. These are animals—which is why we shoot horses.

In the evolutionary scheme of things, however, man occupies the same status. He may be more
knowledgeable, more intellectual, and more scheming than his counterparts in the animal kingdom.
But he still is an animal. And so the question is bound to arise: Why should man be treated any
differently once his life no longer is deemed worth living? Truth be told, there is no logical reason
that he should. From cradle to grave, life—from an evolutionary vantage point—is completely ex-
pendable. And so it should be—at least if Charles Darwin’s comments are to be taken at face value.
In his book, The Descent of Man, he wrote:

With savages, the weak in body or mind are soon eliminated; and those that survive commonly ex-
hibit a vigorous state of health. We civilised men, on the other hand, do our utmost to check the
process of elimination; we build asylums for the imbecile, the maimed, and the sick; we institute
poor-laws; and our medical men exert their utmost skills to save the life of everyone to the last mo-
ment. There is reason to believe that vaccination has preserved thousands, who from a weak con-
stitution would formerly have succumbed to small-pox. Thus the weak members of civilised so-
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cieties propagate their kind. No one who has attended to the breeding of domestic animals will doubt
that this must be highly injurious to the race of man. It is surprising how soon a want of care, or
care wrongly directed, leads to the degeneration of a domestic race; but excepting in the case of
man himself, hardly any one is so ignorant as to allow his worst animals to breed (1870, p. 501).

In Darwin’s day (and even in the early parts of this century), some attempted to apply this view to
the human race via the concept of eugenics.

By 1973, the United States Supreme Court, in a 7-to-2 vote on January 22, decided that the em-
bryo growing within the human womb no longer is “human.” Rather, it is a “thing” that may be
ripped out, slaughtered, and tossed into the nearest dumpster. And the inordinate lengths to which
evolutionists will go in order to justify such a position defy description. As an example, consider
the case of the late evolutionist, Carl Sagan, and his wife, Ann Druyan. In an article titled “The Ques-
tion of Abortion: A Search for the Answers” they coauthored for the April 22, 1990 issue of Parade,
these two humanists argued for the ethical permissibility of human abortion on the grounds that the
fetus—growing within a woman’s body for several months following conception—is not a human
being. Thus, they concluded, the killing of this tiny creature is not murder.”

And what was the basis for this assertion? Sagan and Druyan argued their case by subtly em-
ploying the antiquated concept known as “embryonic recapitulation” (sometimes referred to by its
catch-phrase, “ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny”), which suggests that as the human embryo de-
velops, the growth of the individual (ontogeny) repeats (recapitulates) the evolutionary history of
its ancestors (phylogeny)—traveling through such stages as an amoeba-like blob, a fish, an amphib-
ian, a reptile, etc. Therefore, observing the human embryo growing would be like watching a “silent
moving picture” of past evolution. They wrote that the embryo first is “a kind of parasite” that even-
tually looks like a “segmented worm.” Further alterations, they suggested, reveal “gill arches” like
that of a “fish or amphibian.” Supposedly, “reptilian” features emerge, and later give rise to “mam-
malian...pig-like” traits. By the end of the second month, according to these two authors, the crea-
ture resembles a “primate but is still not quite human” (1990, p. 6).

The concept of embryonic recapitulation was first set forth in 1866 by the renowned German
scientist and artist, Ernst Haeckel. Shortly thereafter, however, it came to light that Dr. Haeckel
had used his art talent to falsify some of the drawings that accompanied his research articles on
animal and human embryos, in order to make it appear as if embryonic recapitulation were true—
when, in fact, it was not. Eventually, he was found guilty of scientific fraud by a jury of his peers
at a trial held at the University of Jena where he taught, and he lived much of the rest of his life in
disrepute. Scientists have known for well over a century that Haeckel’s theory was based on fraud-
ulent data, that it is without any foundation whatsoever in scientific fact, and that both he and it have
been thoroughly discredited. As long ago as 1957, George Gaylord Simpson and his coauthors wrote
in their widely used biology textbook, Life: An Introduction to Biology: “It is now firmly estab-
lished that ontogeny does not repeat phylogeny” (1957, p. 352, emp. added). Notice, however, the
authors’ comment to the reader, which appeared as a footnote at the bottom of the same page:

You may well ask why we bother you with principles that turned out to be wrong. There are two
reasons. In the first place, belief in recapitulation became so widespread that it is still evident
in some writings about biology and evolution. You should know therefore what recapitulation
is supposed to be and you should know that it does not really occur (emp. added).

Sadly, even though scientists have known for more than a century that embryonic recapitula-
tion is wrong, Simpson and his co-authors were absolutely correct in their assessment that “belief
in recapitulation became so widespread that it is still evident in some writings about biology and

" Dr. Sagan died in December 1996. One year later, in 1997, his book, Billions and Billions, was published
posthumously. Chapter 15 of that book (pp. 163-179), titled “Abortion: Is It Possible to be both ‘Pro-Life’
and ‘Pro-Choice’?,” contains the entire text of the Parade article, along with Dr. Sagan’s comments about
the unnerving public response the magazine received following its publication (380,000 people telephoned
Parade’s offices in a matter of days).
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evolution.” For example, in the October 1981 issue of Science Digest, evolutionist Isaac Asimov
and creationist Duane Gish participated in a written debate (at the invitation of the magazine’s
editors) under the title of “The Genesis War.” During his portion of the debate, Dr. Gish correctly
pointed out:

The idea of embryological recapitulation—that at successive stages of development a fetus resem-

bles a fish, amphibian, reptile and, finally, mammal—is now a thoroughly discredited theory and
should be expunged from textbooks (1981, 89[9]:83).

Surprisingly, Dr. Asimov replied:

I don’t know what aspect of embryological recapitulation is now “thoroughly discredited” in the

eyes of a creationist. However, the human fetus in the course of its development has a tail and

has indications of gills (89[9]:83, emp. added).

An author of Dr. Asimov’s stature (he wrote more than 500 volumes during his lifetime!) and
preeminence in the evolutionary community should have known better than to make such statements.
As the eminent evolutionist of Great Britain, Sir Arthur Keith, had stated quite bluntly almost fifty
years earlier:

It was expected that the embryo would recapitulate the features of its ancestors from the lowest to
the highest forms in the animal kingdom. Now that the appearances of the embryo at all stages are
known, the general feeling is one of disappointment; the human embryo at no stage is anthropoid
in appearance. The embryo of the mammal never resembles the worm, the fish, or the rep-
tile. Embryology provides no support whatsoever for the evolutionary hypothesis (1932, p.
94, emp. added).

Unfortunately, statements like Dr. Asimov’s are not restricted to the time period of two dec-
ades or more ago. In his 1997 book on the origin of the Universe and life in that Universe, The
Whole Shebang, evolutionist Timothy Ferris wrote:

Strong evidence of biological conservancy may also be found in embryology, where it gave rise
to the saying that “ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny.” A human embryo grows gills like its
fish ancestors, and then tears them down and rebuilds them into lungs (p. 197, emp. added).

Dr. Ferris could not be more wrong than he is. A biology textbook published well over two
decades earlier noted: “Actually these ‘gills’ are alternating ridges and furrows on the right and
left sides of the neck. They never develop into gills. They remain covered by a thin membrane
and never have respiratory function” (Moore and Slusher, 1974, p. 434, emp. in orig.). Twenty-
five years later, evolutionist Jeffrey Schwartz concurred when he wrote in his 1999 volume, Sud-
den Origins:

For Haeckel, the presumed gill-slit stage in human ontogeny was the equivalent of an adult fish.
(In reality, such a stage does not occur; there are only the folds of the gill arches, which, among
other structures, develop into our hyoid bone, inner ear bones, and jaws.) [p. 164, emp. added)].

Why then—if we have known for well over a hundred years that Haeckel’s ideas are wrong
—have evolutionists continued to use embryonic recapitulation as a “proof” of evolution? John
Tyler Bonner, who served for many years as the head of the biology department at Princeton Uni-
versity, succinctly answered that question when he admitted: “We may have known for almost a
hundred years that Haeckel’s blastaca-gastraea theory of the origin of the metazoa is probably non-
sense, but it is so clear-cut, so simple, so easy to hand full-blown to the student” (1961,
49:240, emp. added). Apparently, the fact that it is not true matters little.

Thus, when the time came that Carl Sagan and Ann Druyan desperately needed to find some-
thing—anything—within science to justify their personal belief that abortion is not murder, they
simply resurrected the antiquated, erroneous concept of embryonic recapitulation, dusted it off, and
tried to give it some renewed credibility as an appropriate reason why abortion should not be con-
sidered as illegal and homicidal. Surely, this shows the lengths to which evolutionists will go in at-
tempts to substantiate their theory, and the inordinate practices that the theory generates when fol-
lowed to its logical conclusion.



9.

According to Darwin, “weaker” members of society are unfit and, in keeping with the laws of
nature, would not survive under normal conditions. Who is weaker than a tiny baby growing in the
womb? The baby cannot defend himself, cannot feed himself, cannot even speak for himself. He
(or she) is completely and totally dependent upon the mother for life. Since nature “selects against”
the weaker animal, and since man is an animal, why should man expect any deferential treatment?

Once those who are helpless, weak, and young become expendable, who will be next? Will it
be the helpless, weak, and old? Will it be those whose infirmities make them “unfit” to survive in a
society that values the beautiful and the strong? Will it be those who are lame, blind, or maimed?
Will it be those whose 1Q falls below a certain point, or whose skin is a different color?

More and more there is a clamoring in this country to kill the handicapped, the weak, the old,
the terminally ill, and others with a “diminished quality of life.” Richard McCormick of the Kennedy
Center for the Study of Reproduction and Bioethics at Georgetown University has suggested: “Life
is a value to be preserved only insofar as it contains some potentiality for human relationships”
(1974). The renowned Nobel laureate, Francis Crick, has urged that “no newborn infant should be
declared human until it has passed certain tests regarding its genetic endowment and...if it fails these
tests it forfeits the right to live” (as quoted in Howard and Rifkin, 1977, p. 81). It hardly is sur-
prising, then, to hear Joseph Fletcher (of situation ethics fame) suggest that any individual with an
IQ of 20 or less is not a person, and that anyone ranging from 20 to 40 is only marginally so (see
Lygre, 1979, p. 63).

Twenty-five years ago, Robert Cooke of the University of Wisconsin testified before a U.S.
Senate select subcommittee that an estimated “2,000 infants a year are dying in America because
treatment has been withheld or stopped” (as quoted in Marx, 1975, p. 9). Almost thirty years ago,
an investigation carried out during a three-year period (from 1970 to 1972) at the Yale/New Ha-
ven Hospital in Connecticut uncovered the fact that 43 babies died at this one hospital when doc-
tors decided they were “unfit to live” and therefore withdrew food, water, etc. (Lygre, 1979, p. 65).
Lest anyone wonders if such things still are occurring decades later, perhaps we should be reminded
of the now-famous “Baby Doe” case in an American hospital (see Davis, 1985, pp. 158ff.). Doc-
tors recommended that the newborn baby girl be allowed to die, due to the fact that, in their opin-
ion, she was too badly deformed to live. [Joan Hodgman of the University of California School of
Medicine once admitted: “If we have a baby that I know is malformed beyond hope, I make no
attempt to preserve life” (as quoted in Lygre, 1979, p. 66).] The parents accepted the doctors’ ad-
vice, and the hospital staff withdrew food, water, and other reasonable care. The government step-
ped in to state that a violation of the baby girl’s civil rights had occurred (remember “life, liberty,
and the pursuit of happiness”?). As President of the United States, Ronald Reagan ordered the Sec-
retary of the Department of Health and Human Services to deliver strict rules to hospitals receiv-
ing federal funds—rules which made it clear that all necessary steps were to be taken for the con-
tinuation of human life. A callous, depraved view of the value of human life had made such ex-
traordinary governmental intervention necessary.

Bentley Glass once suggested that “no parents will in that future time have a right to burden
society with a malformed or a mentally incompetent child” (1971, 171:23-29). in his book, The Sanc-
tity of Life and the Criminal Law, Glanville Williams, strongly advocated the legalization of both
“humanitarian infanticide” and “euthanasia for handicapped children” (1957). Joseph Fletcher even
went so far as to state that we are “morally obliged” to end the lives of all those who are terminally
ill (1979, p. 152). William Gaylin, professor of psychiatry and law at Columbia University, declared:
“It used to be easy to know what we wanted for our children, and now the best for our children
might mean deciding which ones to kill. We have always wanted the best for our grandparents, and
now that might mean killing them” (as quoted in Marx, 1975, p. 3). Some in our society already are
calling for just such “cleansing” processes to be made legal, using such household euphemisms as
“euthanasia” or “mercy killing.” After all, we shoot horses, don’t we?
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CONCLUSION

Richard Dawkins was correct when he suggested that “a human society based simply on the
gene’s law of universal ruthless selfishness would be a very nasty society in which to live.” In-
deed, actions do have consequences. And beliefs do have implications.

Acceptance of the biblical doctrine of creation likewise has implications. It implies, for ex-
ample, that: (a) there is an eternal Creator; (b) religion is God-ordained; (c) supernatural forces have
been at work in the past and therefore nature is not “all there is”; (d) man is a special creation pro-
duced by God “in His image”; (e) there is an objective standard for truth that provides guidelines
for man’s ethical and moral conduct; and (f) after this life, there is another life yet to come.

Similarly, any attempt to merge the two systems of origins has implications as well. That is
the subject of this book. Some have suggested that there is not necessarily a dichotomy in the matter
of origins—that evolution and creation need not be separate, distinct, and opposing world views
but instead may be happily combined (see, for example, Sheler, 1999, pp. 49-56). While not im-
pugning the motives of those who have suggested such a compromise, it is my position that such a
marriage is both unwarranted and unscriptural, as well as unworthy of any support from those who
revere the Word of God as verbally inspired and authoritative in these matters.

One of the most respected evolutionists in America during the past six decades was the late
George Gaylord Simpson (quoted above)—known affectionately among his colleagues as “Mr.
Evolution” because of his lifelong, ardent defense of their theory. It is rare indeed that a creation-
ist finds himself in agreement with an evolutionist. But in his book, This View of Life, Dr. Simp-
son addressed the compromise position of theistic evolution, and commented on it in such a way
that I find myself agreeing with him. In discussing three well-known men who tried to defend
theistic evolution (LeCompte du Nouy, Theilhard de Chardin, and Edmund W. Sinnot), Simpson
remarked:

...Three great men and great souls, and all have flatly failed in their quest. It is unlikely that others
can succeed where they did not, and surely I know of none who has. The attempt to build an evo-
lutionary theory mingling mysticism [his euphemism for creation—BT] and science has only tended
to vitiate the science. I strongly suspect that it has been equally damaging on the religious side...
(1964, p. 232).

Those who attempt to defend various compromises of the biblical account of creation have
failed, and will continue to fail, because their efforts represent an illegitimate amalgamation of two
views—creation and evolution—that are diametrically opposed and that, therefore, logically can-
not be conjoined. While the compromisers no doubt have harmed science, as Simpson suggested,
the damage they have inflicted on the religious side has been far worse. The loss of respect for the
Bible as the inspired Word of God that eventually results from the acceptance of various creation
compromises is utterly tragic.

Even more tragic, however, is the ultimate effect of such compromises on a person’s faith.
Sooner or later, the Bible believer comes to realize that if the first eleven chapters of Genesis are
not trustworthy, neither are those that follow. The number of people who have had their faith weak-
ened, or destroyed, as a result of such compromises is inestimable. Surely it is one of the bitterest
of ironies that those who were so determined to find a compromise allowing them to believe the
biblical record are those who, because of that very compromise, ended up believing the Bible less
and less until finally they believed it not at all. Sadly, the lesson learned far too late was that the
compromise was unnecessary in the first place, as the following chapters document.
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CHAPTER 2
ORIGINS AND ATHEISTIC EVOLUTION

Origins. The mere mention of the word has the power to evoke deep-seated emotions because
this is one issue on which almost everyone has an opinion. From the very earliest times, men have
inquired about their origin, and the question, “Whence have I come?,” has not been far from either
their minds or their lips. In our day and age it often is the case that any discussion of origins stirs
quite a controversy, as proponents of competing theories battle each other in public debates, in the
news media, in the classroom, in the courtroom, and through the printed word.

Such controversy, however, is not always bad. While it is true that at times more heat than light
has been generated, this is not necessarily the case. Not infrequently, people who have had the te-
merity to question have been rewarded by the fruits of their inquiry. In many instances, people have
been caused for the first time to consider seriously (or reconsider) their own privately held posi-
tions on these matters. They have sought answers, and have been amazed at the evidence (or lack
of evidence) supporting their belief system—when previously they may have been somewhat com-
placent about the matter of their own beginnings. Oftentimes, as people have explored the matter
of their ultimate origin, they also have discovered, quite inadvertently, certain implications that in-
variably accompany the suggested scenarios—implications that affect them in their everyday lives
as they consider such weighty matters as ethics, morals, truth, and a host of other concepts of real
importance to humankind. The controversy over origins (rather, the end results of that controversy)
may have proven either a blight or a blessing, but to those who go to the trouble to investigate, one
thing is certain: the quest never is dull.

There are two fundamentally different, and diametrically opposed, explanations for the origin
of the Universe, the origin of life in that Universe, and the origin of new types of varying life forms.
Each of these explanations is a cosmogony—an entire world view, or philosophy, of origins and
destinies, of life and its meaning. One of these cosmogonies is known as evolution (often referred
to as organic evolution, the theory of evolution, the evolution model, atheistic evolution, etc.). The
second alternate and opposing view is creation (often referred to as special creation, the theory of
creation, the creation model, etc.). In this chapter, I would like to define, and examine, the con-
cept of atheistic evolution. In the chapter that follows, I will examine the concept of creation.

ATHEISTIC EVOLUTION DEFINED

The term “evolution” derives from the Latin word, evolvere, which means literally to “unroll,
unfold, or change.” The word “evolution” may be used legitimately to speak of a bud’s develop-
ment into the flower, the metamorphosis of the butterfly, or even the production of new varieties
of organisms.” However, this is not what the average person has in mind when he speaks of evo-
lution. In everyday parlance, the word carries quite a different meaning.

In 1960, G.A. Kerkut, the renowned British physiologist and evolutionist, authored The Im-
plications of Evolution. In that small-but-powerful volume, he defined two theories of evolution
that are of importance for the discussion here. He termed one of those the Special Theory of Evo-
lution.” This is the kind of evolution to which practically all people subscribe, and over which
there is no controversy. It suggests that limited change, within narrow limits, occurs throughout
all living things. I know of no one who would deny this point. Creationists agree to its factuality,
as do atheistic evolutionists. Years ago (to list just three examples), Brangus cattle, Cockapoo
dogs, and 1,000+ varieties of roses did not exist. But today they do. Why? Simply stated, it is be-
cause evolution has occurred.

" For a comprehensive discussion of the varied definitions of evolution, see Bales (1971, 2[3]:1-4).
™ The Special Theory of Evolution sometimes is referred to by the term microevolution.
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But as everyone recognizes, this “evolution” produced only small changes that did not cross
what biologists refer to as “phylogenetic boundaries.” That is to say, the Brangus is still a cow,
the Cockapoo is still a dog, and (to employ an old adage), a rose by any other name is still a rose.
While the Special Theory of Evolution allows for change within groups, it does not allow for
change between groups. It is not the Special Theory of Evolution that I will be investigating in
the pages that follow; rather, I intend to examine the other theory of evolution mentioned by Dr.
Kerkut.

In addition to the Special Theory, Kerkut also identified, defined, and discussed what he termed
the General Theory of Evolution.* He stated: “On the other hand, there is the theory that all the liv-
ing forms in the world have arisen from a single source which itself came from an inorganic form.
This theory can be called the ‘General Theory of Evolution’...” (1960, p. 157). This is what is re-
ferred to commonly as organic evolution, atheistic evolution, or simply “evolution.” Through the
years, numerous investigators have offered various definitions of evolution. The same year that
Dr. Kerkut offered his definitions, Simpson wrote:

Evolution is a fully natural process, inherent in the physical properties of the universe, by which
life arose in the first place, and by which all living things, past or present, have since developed,
divergently and progressively (1960, 131:969).

This definition has been accepted widely because of: (a) Dr. Simpson’s reputation in the evolu-
tionary community; and (b) its succinct statement of what evolution is and allegedly does. Previ-
ously, Simpson and his coauthors had defined the theory by suggesting:

First, there is the theory of evolution in the strict sense. This states that all living organisms have
evolved from common ancestors in a gradual historical process of change and diversification. The
theory rejects the notion that all organisms were designed and created at the beginning of time
(Simpson, et al., 1957, pp. 25-26).

Dr. Simpson’s Harvard colleague, the famous zoologist P.D. Darlington, reiterated these same
points twenty-three years later.

The outstanding evolutionary mystery now is how matter has originated and evolved, why it has
taken its present form in the universe and on the earth, and why it is capable of forming itself in-
to complex living sets of molecules. This capability is inherent in matter as we know it, in its or-
ganization and energy.... It is a fundamental evolutionary generalization that no external agent im-
poses life on matter. Matter takes the form it does because it has the inherent capacity to do so. This is
one of the most remarkable and mysterious facts about our universe: that matter exists that has
the capacity to form itself into the most complex patterns of life (1980, pp. 15,234).

While disavowing its factuality, creationists agree with evolutionists about the definition of
their theory. One creationist publication defined evolution as:

...the hypothesis that millions of years ago lifeless matter, acted upon by natural forces, gave origin
to one or more minute living organisms which have since evolved into all living and extinct plants
and animals, including man. The theory of evolution has to do with the origin of life and the origin
of species, and should not be confused with the ordinary development or natural history of living
plants and animals which we see all around us and which is an entirely different phenomenon. In
its wider aspects, the theory of evolution embraces the origin and development of the whole uni-
verse... (Evolution, n.d., p. 7).

Wilbert H. Rusch, a creationist, defined evolution as:

...the theory that large groups or kinds of basic organisms change with the passage of time. Then
it is held that their descendants will now be as different from them as they were different from
their ancestors. It would follow that, given the passage of a sufficient time span, the life forms at
any given point in time will be radically different from the life forms present at any time during the
past. It really involves what might be termed transspecific change. According to this theory, mod-

" The General Theory of Evolution sometimes is referred to by the term macroevolution.
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ern plants and animals are all the modified descendants of plants and animals from the past. All
present taxa are then somehow descended from a common ancestry over vast periods of time.
This would call for a continuum from the beginning of life to the present, with no distinct groups.
This continuum would be made up of all fossil as well as present forms of life... (1991, pp. 13-14).

Notice the common thread running through each definition. First, evolution is a fully natu-
ral process. Second, no “external agent” (i.e., “Creator”) is responsible for inanimate matter be-
coming animate; evolution “rejects the notion that all organisms were designed and created....”
Third, all life descended (evolved) from a common source, which owes its own existence to inor-
ganic matter. Fourth, evolution is a process of “change and diversification” which ultimately pro-
duces living organisms that develop “divergently and progressively.” In summary then, by defini-
tion evolution precludes the supernatural, a Creator, any divine guidance of the natural processes
involved, and the creation of organisms as separate and distinct entities not having descended from
a common ancestor.

IS ATHEISTIC EVOLUTION POPULAR?

Although atheistic evolution is not nearly as old a viewpoint as creation, it has amassed to it-
self a rather large following among the peoples of the world. R.L. Wysong, in his book, The Cre-
ation-Evolution Controversy, commented that “It is downright hard to find anyone who does not
believe in evolution in one form or another” (1976, p. 63). Conway Zirkle stated that “practically
every educated man believes in evolution. ...[E]volution is incorporated in the thinking of our time”
(1959, p. 19). A university biology textbook used widely for almost two decades began with these
words:

Organic evolution is the greatest principle in biology. Its implications extend far beyond the con-
fines of that science, ramifying into all phases of human life and activity. Accordingly, understand-
ing of evolution should be part of the intellectual equipment of all educated persons (Moody, 1962,

p. 1x).

For the past century, evolution has been in the limelight. And for the past quarter of a century
or more, it has been taught as scientific fact in many elementary, junior high, and senior high
schools, as well as in most colleges and universities. As Stephen J. Gould of Harvard put it: “The
fact of evolution is as well established as anything in science (as secure as the revolution of the
earth around the sun)...” [1987, 8[1]:64, parenthetical comment in orig.]. There can be little doubt
that belief in evolution is popular. But why is this the case?

WHY DO PEOPLE BELIEVE IN EVOLUTION?

As we make our way through the pilgrimage called “life,” on occasion we invariably stop to
reflect upon the nature and meaning of our own existence, because such matters variously enthrall,
excite, or intrigue us. Nowhere is this more evident than in regard to our ultimate origin. Few there
must be who do not pause, at some point in their earthly sojourn, to ponder such topics as the ori-
gin of the Universe, the origin of planet Earth, the origin of various life forms on the Earth, the
possibility of life on other planets, and even their own origin and destiny.

One of the most mind-numbing mysteries for those who do not believe in evolution is trying
to understand the people who do. [Perhaps evolutionists feel the same exasperation in regard to
creationists’ beliefs, but on that point I am less qualified to judge.] This observation is not intended
to be derogatory, but is offered merely as a statement of fact. As one who writes and lectures often
on the topics of creation and evolution, I frequently am asked the question: “Why do people be-
lieve in evolution?” Often the question is phrased in what are intended to be complimentary terms:
“Why is it that so many obviously intelligent people believe in evolution?” Neither question is easy
to answer because generally the querist wants a simple, concise response. It is difficult for him to
understand why people whom he accepts as “obviously intelligent” believe a concept such as evo-
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lution that he, personally, considers so unworthy of acceptance or recommendation by intelligent
people. It has been my experience that rarely is there a singular reply that can provide an answer
to such a question, because rarely is there just a single reason that can explain adequately why a
person believes what he does. Especially is this true in regard to belief in evolution.

At times, the controversy that centers on the topics of creation and evolution has generated
more heat than light. This does not necessarily have to be the case, however. In an open society,
the topic of origins, and the varying views that people hold on origins, ultimately will be discus-
sed; in fact, they should be discussed. But because the subject matter has to do with deeply held
convictions, emotions often run high. One good way to avoid emotional entanglement, and the
“more-heat-than-light” syndrome that generally accompanies it, is to work diligently to comprehend
the other person’s position as completely as possible, and therefore to discuss it as accurately and
calmly as possible in any given situation. That task is made easier if there exists—at the begin-
ning of the discussion—a basic understanding of why the person believes as he does. Again, es-
pecially is this true in regard to belief in evolution.

While it may seem somewhat of a truism to suggest that people believe in evolution for a va-
riety of reasons, realization of this fact, and a legitimate exploration of the reasons people offer
for believing what they do, can go a long way toward a better understanding of opposing views
found within the creation/evolution controversy. With better understanding comes improved com-
munication. And with improved communication comes increased opportunity for dialogue—which
can set the stage for the presentation of other viewpoints that perhaps have not been considered
previously (e.g., in this particular instance, persuading the evolutionist to consider the evidence
for creation).

As I attempt to respond to the question, “Why do so many obviously intelligent people believe
in evolution?” I hope to be able to provide a better comprehension of the system of organic evolu-
tion, and of the people who accept it. Included among the reasons why people believe in evolu-
tion are the following.

Reason #1

There can be little doubt that many today believe in evolution simply because it is what they
have been taught. As I stated earlier, for the past quarter of a century or more evolution has been
taught as scientific fact in most educational settings—from kindergarten through graduate school.
Marshall and Sandra Hall noted:

In the first place, evolution is what is taught in the schools. At least two, and in some cases three

and four generations, have used textbooks that presented it as proven fact. The teachers, who for

the most part learned it as truth, pass it on as truth. Students are as thoroughly and surely indoc-

trinated with the concept of evolution as students have ever been indoctrinated with any unproven

belief (1974, p. 10).

In their book, Why Scientists Accept Evolution, Bales and Clark confirmed such an observa-
tion. “Evolution,” they wrote, “is taken for granted today and thus it is uncritically accepted by
scientists as well as laymen. It is accepted by them today because it was already accepted by others
who went before them and under whose direction they obtained their education” (1966, p. 106).
People believe in evolution because they have been taught that it is true.

Reason #2

To suggest that many people today accept evolution as true merely because they have been
taught to believe it does not tell the whole story, however. Intellectual pride enters into the picture
as well. Who among us does not want to present at least the appearance of being smart and well
educated? Over the last century, we have been led to believe that if we wish to be considered in-
telligent, then we should believe in evolution, because intelligent people all over the world be-
lieve in evolution. As Henry Morris well stated the issue: “...the main reason most educated people
believe in evolution is simply because they have been told that most educated people believe in
evolution!” (1963, p. 26).
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Consider the (hypothetical) example of two college students discussing their professors and
courses. One of the students, Joe, asks his friend, Mark, the following question: “Hey, Mark, do
you believe in evolution? My professor says all smart folks do.” Honestly, what is Mark supposed
to say? If he says, “No, Joe, I don’t believe in evolution,” by definition he has admitted to being
outside the sphere of all the “smart folks.” On the other hand, if he says, “Yes, Joe, I do believe in
evolution,” he may be admitting to a belief based not on an examination of the evidence, but on
the idea that he does not wish to be viewed by his peers as anything but “smart.” Undoubtedly,
many people today fall into this category. They do not accept evolution because they have seen
evidence that establishes it as true. Rather, they believe it because doing so places them in the same
category as others whom they consider to be intelligent.

Reason #3

Further exacerbating the problem is the fact that evolution has been given a “stamp of approval”
by important spokespersons from practically every field of human endeavor. While there have been
those from politics, the humanities, the arts, and other fields who openly have defended evolution
as factual, in no other area has this defense been as pronounced as in the sciences. Because science
has seen so many successes, and because these successes have been so visible and well publicized,
scientists have been granted an aura of respectability that only can be envied by non-scientists. As
a result, when scientists champion a cause, people take notice. After all, it is their workings through
the scientific method that have eradicated smallpox, put men on the Moon, prevented polio, and
lengthened life spans. We have grown used to seeing “experts” from various scientific disciplines ply
their trade in an endless stream of amazing feats. Heart surgery has become commonplace; organ
transplants have become routine; space shuttles flying to the heavens have become standard fare.

Thus, when evolution is presented as something that “all reputable scientists believe,” there
are many who accept such a statement at face value, and who fall in line with what they believe is
a well-proven dictum that has been enshrouded with the cloak of scientific respectability. As phi-
losopher Paul Ricci has written: “The reliability of evolution not only as a theory but as a princi-
ple of understanding is not contested by the vast majority of biologists, geologists, astronomers,
and other scientists” (1986, p. 172).

Such statements leave the impression that evolution simply cannot be doubted by well-informed,
intelligent people. The message is: “All scientists believe it; so should you.” And many do, because,
as Marshall and Sandra Hall have inquired: “How, then, are people with little or no special knowl-
edge of the various sciences and related subjects to challenge the authorities? It is natural to accept
what ‘experts’ say, and most people do” (1974, p. 10).

The simple fact is, however, that truth is not determined by popular opinion or majority vote.
A thing may be, and often is, true even when accepted only by the minority. Believing something
based on the assumption that “everyone else” also believes it often can lead to disastrous results.
As the late Guy N. Woods remarked: “It is dangerous to follow the multitude because the majority
is almost always on the wrong side in this world” (1982, 124[1]:2).

Reason #4

Without a doubt, there are many who believe in evolution because they have rejected God.
For those who refuse to believe in the Creator, evolution becomes their only escape. They gener-
ally make no pretense of believing it based on anything other than their disbelief in God. Henry
Fairfield Osborn, one of the most famous evolutionists of the early twentieth century, suggested:
“In truth, from the earliest stages of Greek thought man has been eager to discover some natural
cause of evolution, and to abandon the idea of supernatural intervention in the order of nature”
(1918, p. ix). Henry Morris has noted: “Evolution is the natural way to explain the origin of things
for those who do not know and acknowledge the true God of creation. In fact, some kind of evo-
lution is absolutely necessary for those who would reject God” (1966, p. 98).
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Sir Arthur Keith of Great Britain wrote: “Evolution is unproved and unprovable. We believe
it because the only alternative is special creation, and that is unthinkable” (as quoted in Criswell,
1972, p. 73). Professor D.M.S. Watson, who held the position of the Chair of Evolution at the Uni-
versity of London for over twenty years, echoed the same sentiments when he stated that “evolu-
tion itself is accepted by zoologists, not because it has been observed to occur or can be proven
by logically coherent evidence to be true, but because the only alternative, special creation, is in-
credible” (1929, 123:233). Almost seventy years later, evolutionist Richard Lewontin wrote:

Our willingness to accept scientific claims against common sense is the key to an understanding
of the real struggle between science and the supernatural. We take the side of science in spite of
the patent absurdity of some of its constructs, in spite of its failure to fulfill many of its extrava-
gant promises of health and life, in spite of the tolerance of the scientific community for unsub-
stantiated just-so stories, because we have a prior commitment, a commitment to naturalism. It is
not that the methods and institutions of science somehow compel us to accept a material explana-
tion of the phenomenal world, but, on the contrary, that we are forced by our a priori adherence
to material causes to create an apparatus of investigation and a set of concepts that produce ma-
terial explanations, no matter how counter-intuitive, no matter how mystifying to the uninitiated.
Moreover, that materialism is absolute, for we cannot allow a Divine Foot in the door. The emi-
nent Kant scholar Lewis Beck used to say that anyone who could believe in God could believe in
anything. To appeal to an omnipotent deity is to allow that at any moment the regularities of na-
ture may be ruptured, that miracles may happen (1997, p. 31, emp. in orig.).

These kinds of statements leave little to the imagination, and make it clear that those who make them
believe in evolution not because of the evidence, but instead because they have made up their minds, a
priori, that they are not going to believe in God.

In his text, Man’s Origin: Man’s Destiny, the late, eminent United Nations scientist, A.E. Wilder-
Smith, observed: “Darwinism and Neo-Darwinism, rightly or wrongly, have been used everywhere
in the East and West, in the hands of the atheists and agnostics, as the main weapon against the bib-
lical doctrine of origins™ (1975, p. 31). For the person who stubbornly refuses to believe in God, be-
lief in evolution becomes automatic. Similarly, opposition to God, the Bible, and the system of ori-
gins the Bible describes, becomes just as automatic. Whenever a person rids himself of God, he
simultaneously (even if unwittingly) embraces evolution. By his disbelief, he has eliminated crea-
tion as an option regarding his origin.

Reason #5

Another reason people offer for their belief in evolution has to do with the fact that there is
so much evil, pain, and suffering in the world. No rational, well-informed person can deny the
widespread and unmistakable occurrence of “bad” things that happen, often engulfing those who
seem undeserving of such tragic events. To some, no explanation from religionists—regardless of
how elaborately stated or elegantly defended that explanation may be—ever will provide an adequate
answer to the conundrum of how an omnipotent, omniscient, omnibenevolent God can allow atroc-
ities to fill His specially created world (see Thompson, 2000b, pp. 95-105).

Evolution, on the other hand, provides what appears to be a perfectly logical explanation for such
a scenario. According to evolutionary dogma, throughout the history of the world various species
(including man) have been engaged in a struggle for survival and advancement. Charles Darwin
(borrowing a phrase from his friend, English philosopher Herbert Spencer) referred to it as “sur-
vival of the fittest.” The evolutionist—because of the nature of his theory—is forced to view the
Universe and everything within it as the end result of numerous purposeless accidents. All living
things, including man, exist on the Earth not because of any Grand Plan, but because of fortuitous
occurrences that resulted from chance happenings in nature. And, to survive—and thrive—in
such a world may seem to justify a “might makes right/strong subjugates the weak/to the victor
go the spoils” attitude. “It’s a jungle out there”—and in the jungle it is the law of tooth and claw
that prevails.
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Since man is viewed as little more than a naked ape, why should he somehow be exempt from
the perils that continually befall other species of animals? These animals live their entire lives with
one eye looking over their shoulder, as it were, because they exist in a dog-eat-dog world with no
set moral standard. Man, according to evolutionary theory, is no different. His claim to fame lies
in the fact that (so far) he occupies the last rung of the evolutionary ladder.

But nature confers on him no special rights, privileges, or protection. In a world where evo-
lution is considered as true, and “survival of the fittest” is touted as nature’s way of weeding out
the weak, it should be no surprise that evil, pain, and suffering exist. In fact, from the evolutionary
vantage point, whenever competition occurs for such things as food supplies, adequate shelter,
reproductive advantages, etc., humanity has to learn to cope with evil, pain, and suffering. Granted,
at first this may sound harsh, but from the evolutionists’ perspective it is consistent, and offers an
attempted explanation for the undeniable existence of “bad” things in our world. Unfortunately, all
too often the answers offered by religionists for the problem of evil, pain, and suffering have fal-
len short of the mark, and as a result people have accepted evolution as providing a legitimate ex-
planation for a very real problem in their lives.

Reason #6

As unpleasant as it is to have to admit it, some people believe in evolution because they have
heard about, witnessed, or experienced firsthand the mistakes of religionists through the ages. Wheth-
er it is the offering of young virgins to an imaginary deity, the burning of alleged witches at the
stake, or the adultery of a highly visible televangelist, the truth of the matter is that on occasion
believers in God have set a very poor example—one that sensitive, thinking people naturally would
have difficulty following.

To some, the very history of religion makes it suspect from the outset. Attempts to force people
to accept a certain religion (as in the Crusades), or misguided attempts to squelch open discussion
of important issues (as in the Catholic Church’s censure of Galileo), have left a bitter taste in the
mouths of many. Add to that the hypocrisy of, or word spoken in anger by, a person who wears
the name “Christian,” and the damage may be such that even in a lifetime it cannot be repaired.
The result is that those who have been offended want nothing whatsoever to do with the God of
the Bible, and as they reject Him, they also reject His account of the creation of the world in which
they live.

Reason #7

While it is undeniable that some reject creation because of inappropriate conduct on the part
of those who advocate it, likewise it is true that some reject God, and creation, to excuse or le-
gitimize their own inappropriate personal conduct. In other words, they believe in evolution be-
cause it allows them to avoid any objective moral standard of behavior. It keeps them “out of
reach” of any deity. It provides a subjective climate of situation ethics where any and all behavior,
no matter how absurd or perverse, is acceptable. It nourishes a “do your own thing” attitude that
precludes rules and regulations, in a vain attempt to circumvent the guilt that inevitably comes from
doing wrong.

In the evolutionary scenario, humans are merely the last in a long line of amoebas, crocodiles,
and orangutans resulting from fortuitous cosmic accidents. In such an arrangement, it is futile to
speak of “personal responsibility.” There exists, in the grand scheme of things, no reason why one
“ought” or “ought not” to act a certain way, or to do/not do a certain thing. Aldous Huxley stated
the matter succinctly in his article, “Confessions of a Professed Atheist”:

I had motives for not wanting the world to have meaning; consequently, assumed it had none, and
was able without any difficulty to find reasons for this assumption.... The philosopher who finds no
meaning in the world is not concerned exclusively with a problem in pure metaphysics; he is al-
so concerned to prove there is no valid reason why he personally should not do as he wants to do.
...For myself, as no doubt for most of my contemporaries, the philosophy of meaninglessness was
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essentially an instrument of liberation. The liberation we desired was simultaneously liberation from a
certain political and economic system and liberation from a certain system of morality. We objected
to the morality because it interfered with our sexual freedom (1966, 3:19, emp. added).

If Huxley and his cohorts had abandoned belief in evolution and accepted the existence of
God, it would have “interfered with their sexual freedom.” Realizing that, they chose instead to
abandon belief in God. That left them with only one option—belief in evolution. It was not some-
thing they did because of the weight of the evidence. Rather, it was something they did because
they desired to avoid personal accountability to the Creator. Their actions belied their motives. As
Woods remarked: “Convince a man that he came from a monkey, and he’ll act like one!” (1976a,
118[33]:514).

Reason #8

Lastly, we may state that some people accept evolution because they are convinced that it is
the correct answer to the question of origins. They have examined the evidence and, on the basis
of their examination, have concluded that evolution is the only plausible explanation for the Uni-
verse and all that it contains. These people generally are both sincere and open-minded. They are
not attempting to rid themselves of the idea of God. They do not feel the need to be “intellectually
correct.” They are not reacting to unkind treatment at the hand of religionists. They are not search-
ing for a way to justify worldly behavior. They simply believe the evidence favors evolution, and
thus have accepted it as the correct view of origins.

IS EVOLUTION A “FACT” OF SCIENCE?

When we talk about the origin of the Universe and those things in it, we cannot speak as eye-
witnesses or firsthand observers. None of us was present when the origin of the Universe occur-
red. Therefore, any scientific discussion must be based on assumptions, hypotheses, and theories
put in place after the fact.

An assumption is something taken for granted, and represents a legitimate starting point for
an investigation. A hypothesis is an educated guess or tentative assumption. A theory is a plausible
or scientifically acceptable general principle or body of principles to explain phenomena.

It generally is alleged by the more spirited evolutionists that evolution has been proven, and
therefore must be spoken of not as theory, but as fact. As far back as 1944, evolutionist W.W.
Howells wrote in Mankind So Far that “there is also the mystery of how and why evolution takes
place at all.... Evolution is a fact, like digestion...” (p. 5). On May 2, 1966, Nobel laureate Her-
mann J. Muller circulated a manifesto that affirmed:

It has for many years been well established scientifically that all known forms of life, including
man, have come into being by a lengthy process of evolution. There are no hypotheses, alternative
to the principle of evolution with its “tree of life,” that any competent biologist of today takes se-
riously. Moreover, the principle is so important for an understanding of the world we live in and
of ourselves that the public in general, including students taking biology in high school, should be
made aware of it, and of the fact that it is firmly established even as the rotundity of the earth is
firmly established (1966, p. 2).”

Affixing their names to Dr. Muller’s manifesto to signify their agreement were 177 of the world’s
most eminent evolutionary scientists.

In this day and age, most evolutionists no longer speak of the “theory” of evolution, but refer
instead to the “fact” of evolution. The widely accepted Biological Sciences Curriculum Study,
financed by the National Science Foundation, organized the entire treatment of biological science

" Muller’s manifesto was published originally in the February 1967 issue of Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists.
In his book, Forty-Two Years on the Firing Line, James D. Bales gives the entire text of the manifesto (n.d.,
pp. 71-72) and a listing of the 177 scientists who signed it (pp. 73-77).
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around the “fact” of the evolutionary framework of life history. Almost all books on biology pub-
lished by secular publishers for at least the past two generations have been written as though evo-
lutionary presuppositions were fact instead of theory. In introducing the papers in the three-vol-
ume work on evolution stemming from the 1959 Darwinian Centennial Convocation in Chicago,
Sir Julian Huxley eulogized Darwin as follows:

Charles Darwin has rightly been described as the “Newton of biology”; he did more than any sin-

gle individual before or since to change man’s attitude to the phenomena of life and to provide a

coherent scientific framework of ideas for biology, in place of an approach in large part com-

pounded of hearsay, myth, and superstition. He rendered evolution inescapable as a fact, com-

prehensible as a process, all-embracing as a concept (1960b, pp. 1-2).

Huxley maintained that “after Darwin it was no longer necessary to deduce the existence of di-
vine purpose for the facts of biological adaptation” (1946, p. 87). Compare also Huxley’s cate-
gorical statement at the Chicago convocation: “In the evolutionary pattern of thought there is no
longer need or room for the supernatural. The earth was not created; it evolved. So did all the
animals and plants that inhabit it, including our human selves, mind, and soul as well as brain and
body. So did religion” (1960c, pp. 252-253). Jacques Barzun, in his book, Darwin, Marx, Wagner,
raised this question:

Why was evolution more precious than scientific suspense of judgment? Why do scientists to this

day speak with considerable warmth of “the fact of evolution,” as if it were in the same category

as the fact of combustion, which “may be observed by anyone who will take the necessary trou-

ble”? (1958, p. 65).

Barzun went on to point out why evolution is accepted as a fact, by stating that it gave scientists
complete freedom over “everything in heaven and earth without restriction.” He also observed that
it put everything under one cause (1958, p. 65).

The codiscoverer of the DNA molecule, James Watson, is on record as stating: “Today the
theory of evolution is an accepted fact for everyone but a fundamentalist minority” (1987, p. 2).
Joining Dr. Watson in that assessment is Harvard paleontologist, Stephen J. Gould, one of the evo-
lutionary establishment’s fieriest apologists, and an indefatigable crusader on behalf of organic
evolution. He is a cogent writer, a gifted speaker, and a tireless worker for “the cause.” He also is
one of science’s most prolific and best-read authors (along with such late colleagues as Carl Sa-
gan and Isaac Asimov), and is highly regarded in many scientific circles (the January 1982 issue
of Discover magazine voted him “Scientist of the Year”). Through the years, Dr. Gould’s articles
have appeared not only in refereed scientific journals (e.g., Nature, New Scientist, Science, et al.),
but in popular science magazines as well (Discover, Omni, Science Digest, Science Digest, et al.).
Therefore, when Dr. Gould speaks, many people listen. To quote him directly: “When we come
to popular writing about evolution, I suppose that my own essays are as well read as any” (1987,
8[1]:65). And therein lies the problem.

In the January 1987 issue of Discover, Dr. Gould authored a lengthy article titled, “Darwinism
Defined: The Difference Between Fact and Theory.” In this particular article, Gould expressed his
extreme agitation at the inability of certain people (who should know better, he said) to properly
address evolution by its rightful designation—as a fact, not a theory. The specific cause (this time)
for his discomfiture was an article in the September 30, 1986 issue of the New York Times by Ir-
ving Kristol (“Room for Darwinism and the Bible”). Dr. Gould acknowledged both his dismay and
dissatisfaction at the apparent inability of people like Mr. Kristol to distinguish (to use his own words)
“the central distinction between secure fact and healthy debate about theory” (p. 64). Dr. Gould then
explained himself when he noted:

Facts are the world’s data; theories are explanations proposed to interpret and coordinate facts. The

fact of evolution is as well established as anything in science (as secure as the revolution of the

earth about the sun), though absolute certainty has no place in our lexicon. Theories, or statements

about the causes of documented evolutionary change, are now in a period of intense debate—a good

mark of science in its healthiest state. Facts don’t disappear while scientists debate theories (p. 64,
parenthetical comment in orig.).
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Later, Gould commented that ““...evolution is also a fact of nature, and so do we teach it as well,
just as our geological colleagues describe the structure of silicate minerals, and astronomers the
elliptical orbits of the planets” (p. 65).

What could be clearer? Dr. Gould wants everyone to know that evolution is a fact. How evo-
lution occurred may be considered by some to be merely a “theory,” but that evolution has oc-
curred is a fact not open for further discussion. Gould even commented, “I don’t want to sound
like a shrill dogmatist shouting ‘rally ‘round the flag boys,” but biologists have reached a consen-
sus...about the fact of evolution” (p. 69). [In a guest editorial in the August 23, 1999 issue of Time
magazine, Dr. Gould boasted that “evolution is as well documented as any phenomenon in sci-
ence, as strongly as the earth’s revolution around the sun rather than vice versa. In this sense, we
can call evolution a ‘fact’” (1999, 154[8]:59).] Dr. Gould is upset because there are those who re-
fuse to acknowledge evolution as a fact. According to him, “Evolution is a fact, like apples falling
out of trees” (as quoted in Adler, 1980, p. 95). Gould’s colleagues could not agree more. In the
March 1987 issue of Natural History, Douglas J. Futuyma wrote in his review of Richard Daw-
kins’ book, The Blind Watchmaker:

In the last ten years or so, evolution has been under severe attack, especially in the United States.
It is important here to recognize the distinction between the proposition that evolution has occur-
red and the theory that describes the causes of evolutionary change. That evolution has occurred
—that diverse organisms have descended from common ancestors by a history of modification and
divergence—is accepted as fact by virtually all biologists. “Fact” here means a proposition, like
the proposition that the earth revolves about the sun, supported by so much evidence that to dis-
believe it would require disbelieving a large, successful edifice of scientific achievement. The his-
torical reality of evolution is doubted chiefly by creationists, mostly on doctrinaire religious grounds
(96[3]:34).

Of course, such renowned scientists as Gould and Futuyma are not even willing to concern them-

selves with creationists. In fact, Dr. Gould commented:

I don’t speak of the militant fundamentalists who label themselves with the oxymoron “scientific
creationists,” and try to sneak their Genesis literalism into high school classrooms under the guise
of scientific dissent. I’'m used to their rhetoric, their dishonest mis- and half-quotations, their con-
stant repetition of “useful” arguments that even they must recognize as nonsense.... Our struggle
with these ideologues is political, not intellectual. I speak instead of our allies among people com-
mitted to reason and honorable argument (1987, 8[1]:64).

This point should not be overlooked. Gould suggests that his concern is about people who are “com-
mitted to reason and honorable argument.” That, by his definition, would eliminate any and all
“creationists.”

The purpose of the writings of Gould and Futuyma (and other evolutionists) is to convince peo-
ple to stop speaking of the “theory” of evolution, and to speak instead of the “fact” of evolution.
But, in order to accomplish this, they have to redefine the word “fact” as it is used in science. I
might note here that they are by no means the first to attempt such a redefinition. Simpson and Beck
tried the exact same thing in their biology text, Life: An Introduction to Biology, and ended their
“redefining” section by claiming that theories ultimately

...may be just as certain—merit just as much confidence—as what are popularly called “facts.” Be-
lief that the sun will rise tomorrow is the confident application of a generalization. The theory
that life has evolved is founded on much more evidence than supports the generalization that the
sun rises every day. In the vernacular, we are justified in calling both “facts” (1965, p. 16).

A fact usually is defined as an actual occurrence or something that has actual existence. With that
standard-usage definition in mind, consider the following.

Charles Darwin, in his Origin of Species, stated: “Long before the reader has arrived at this
part of my work, a crowd of difficulties will have occurred to him. Some of them are so serious that
to this day I can hardly reflect on them without being in some degree staggered” (1859, p. 158).
Theodosius Dobzhansky, the late, eminent geneticist of the Rockefeller University, stated in his
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book, The Biological Basis of Human Freedom: “Evolution as a historical fact was proved beyond
reasonable doubt not later than in the closing decades of the nineteenth century.” Yet two pages
later he stated: “There is no doubt that both the historical and the causal aspects of the evolutionary
process are far from completely known. ...The causes which have brought about the development
of the human species can be only dimly discerned” (1956, pp. 6,8,9, emp. added). Notice Dobzhan-
sky’s admission that both the historical (what Gould refers to as the “fact” of evolution) and the
causal (what Gould refers to as the “theory” of evolution) are “far from completely known.”

In other words, on the one hand evolution is declared to be a fact, yet on the other hand it is
acknowledged that the process is “far from completely known,” with its causes “only dimly dis-
cerned,” and the difficulties “staggering.” Evolutionist W. LeGros Clark wrote: “What was the ulti-
mate origin of man? ...Unfortunately, any answers which can at present be given to these questions
are based on indirect evidence and thus are largely conjectural” (1955, p. 174, emp. added).
Kerkut, as an evolutionist, stated:

...I believe that the theory of Evolution as presented by orthodox evolutionists is in many ways a

satisfying explanation of some of the evidence. At the same time I think that the attempt to explain

all living forms in terms of evolution from a unique source...is premature and not satisfactorily

supported by present-day evidence. ...the supporting evidence remains to be discovered.... We

can, if we like, believe that such an evolutionary system has taken place, but I for one do not think

that “it has been proven beyond all reasonable doubt.” ...It is very depressing to find that many

subjects are being encased in scientific dogmatism (1960, pp. vii, viii, emp. added).

After listing and discussing the seven non-provable assumptions upon which evolution is based,
Dr. Kerkut then observed: “The first point that I should like to make is that these seven assump-
tions by their nature are not capable of experimental verification” (p. 7, emp. added).

This stinging rebuke of the alleged factuality of evolution is not an isolated instance. W.R.
Thompson, while Director of the Commonwealth Institute of Biological Control in Canada, pen-
ned the “Introduction” to the 1956 edition of Darwin’s Origin of Species, in which he wrote:

Darwin did not show in the Origin that species had originated by natural selection; he merely

showed, on the basis of certain facts and assumptions, how this might have happened, and as he

had convinced himself he was able to convince others.... On the other hand, it does appear to me

that Darwin in the Origin was not able to produce palacontological evidence sufficient to prove

his views but that the evidence he did produce was adverse to them; and I may note that the po-

sition is not notably different today. The modern Darwinian palacontologists are obliged, just like

their predecessors and like Darwin, to water down the facts with subsidiary hypotheses which,
however plausible, are in the nature of things unverifiable (pp. xii, xix, emp. added).

Evolutionists dogmatically assert that evolution is a fact, yet admit that it: (a) is based upon
non-provable assumptions that are “not capable of experimental verification”; (b) bases its con-
clusions upon answers that are “largely conjectural”; (c) is faced with evidence “adverse” to the
available facts; (d) must continually be found guilty of “watering down the facts”; and (e) has
both historical and causal aspects that “are far from completely known.” Little wonder Dr. Kerkut
stated concerning the theory of evolution: “The evidence that supports it is not sufficiently strong
to allow us to consider it anything more than a working hypothesis” (1960, p. 157). Robert Mil-
likan, Nobel laureate in physics, opined: “The pathetic thing is that we have scientists who are try-
ing to prove evolution, which no scientist can ever prove” (1925). What a far cry from the assess-
ments of Gould and his colleagues in the modern evolutionary camp.

Someone might object, however, that the quotations I have employed (from evolutionists such
as Dobzhansky, Clark, and others) to document the nonverifiability of evolution were written dur-
ing the 1950s and 1960s. Much scientific research on evolution has occurred in the decades that
followed, and thus it might be considered unfair to rely on such “dated” critiques of a concept like
evolution that changes so rapidly and that has been studied so intently.

My response to such an objection would be to point out that I used the quotations from the
1950s and 1960s intentionally, in order to document that the situation over the past four decades
has not improved. By the 1970s, for example, little had changed. At the height of his professional
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career, Pierre-Paul Grassé was considered by many to be France’s greatest living zoologist. In fact,
Dobzhansky wrote of him: “Now one can disagree with Grassé, but not ignore him. He is the most
distinguished of French zoologists, the editor of the 28 volumes of Traité de Zoologie, author of
numerous original investigations, and ex-president of the Academie des Sciences. His knowledge
of the living world is encyclopedic” (1975, 29:376). In 1977, Grassé wrote in The Evolution of
Living Organisms:

Today our duty is to destroy the myth of evolution, considered as a simple, understood, and ex-

plained phenomenon which keeps rapidly unfolding before us. Biologists must be encouraged to

think about the weaknesses and extrapolations that theoreticians put forward or lay down as estab-

lished truths. The deceit is sometimes unconscious, but not always, since some people, owing to

their sectarianism, purposely overlook reality and refuse to acknowledge the inadequacies and fal-

sity of their beliefs.

Their success among certain biologists, philosophers, and sociologists notwithstanding, the ex-

planatory doctrines of biological evolution do not stand up to an objective, in-depth criti-

cism. They prove to be either in conflict with reality or else incapable of solving the major prob-

lems involved (pp. 8,202, emp. added).

Three years later, in 1980, British physicist H.S. Lipson produced a thought-provoking piece
in the May issue of Physics Bulletin, a refereed science journal. In his article, “A Physicist Looks
at Evolution,” Dr. Lipson commented first on his interest in life’s origin and, second, on his non-
association with creationists. He then noted: “In fact, evolution became in a sense a scientific re-
ligion; almost all scientists have accepted it and many are prepared to ‘bend’ their observations to
fit with it.” Dr. Lipson went on to ask how well evolution has withstood the years of scientific
testing, and suggested that “to my mind, the theory does not stand up at all.”

After reviewing many of the problems (especially from thermodynamics) involved in pro-
ducing something living from something nonliving, he asked: “If living matter is not, then, caused
by the interplay of atoms, natural forces, and radiation, how has it come into being?” After dis-
missing any sort of “directed evolution,” Lipson concluded: “I think, however, that we must go fur-
ther than this and admit that the only acceptable explanation is creation.” Like other evolutionists
who have voiced similar views, Dr. Lipson hardly is ecstatic about his conclusion—a fact he made
clear when he wrote: “I know that this is anathema to physicists, as indeed it is to me, but we must
not reject a theory that we do not like if the experimental evidence supports it” (31:138, emp. in orig.).

Just a little over a year later, on November 5, 1981, the late Colin Patterson (who at the time
was the senior paleontologist of the British Museum of Natural History in London, the editor of
the professional journal published by the museum, and one of the world’s foremost fossil experts)
delivered a public address to his evolutionist colleagues at the American Museum of Natural His-
tory in New York City. In his speech, Dr. Patterson astonished those colleagues when he stated
that he had been “kicking around” non-evolutionary, or “anti-evolutionary,” ideas for about eight-
een months. As he went on to describe it:

One morning I woke up and something had happened in the night, and it struck me that I had been
working on this stuff for twenty years and there was not one thing I knew about it. That’s quite a
shock to learn that one can be misled so long. Either there was something wrong with me, or there
was something wrong with evolution theory (1981).

Dr. Patterson said he knew there was nothing wrong with him, so he started asking various
individuals and groups a simple question: “Can you tell me anything you know about evolution,
any one thing that is true? I tried that question on the geology staff at the Field Museum of Natural
History, and the only answer I got was silence.” He tried it on the Evolutionary Morphology Sem-
inar at the University of Chicago, a very prestigious body of evolutionists, and all he got there “was
silence for a long time and eventually one person said, ‘I do know one thing—it ought not to be
taught in high school.”” He then remarked, “It does seem that the level of knowledge about evo-
lution is remarkably shallow. We know it ought not to be taught in high school, and that’s all we
know about it.”
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Dr. Patterson went on to say: “Then I woke up and realized that all my life I had been duped
into taking evolution as revealed truth in some way.” But more important, he termed evolution an
“anti-theory” that produced “anti-knowledge.” He also suggested that “the explanatory value of the
hypothesis is nil,” and that evolution theory is “a void that has the function of knowledge but con-
veys none.” To use Patterson’s wording, “I feel that the effects of hypotheses of common ancestry
in systematics has not been merely boring, not just a lack of knowledge, I think it has been posi-
tively anti-knowledge (1981; cf. Bethell, 1985, 270:49-52,56-58,60-61).

Dr. Patterson made it clear, as I wish to do here, that he had no fondness for the creationist
position. Yet he did refer to his stance as “anti-evolutionary,” which was quite a change for a man
who had authored several books (one of which was titled simply Evolution) in the field that he
later acknowledged was capable of producing only “anti-knowledge.”

Colin Patterson was not the only one expressing such views, however. Over the past two dec-
ades, distinguished British astronomer Sir Fred Hoyle has stressed the serious problems—once again,
especially from the fields of thermodynamics—with various theories about the naturalistic origin
of life on the Earth. The same year that Dr. Patterson traveled to America to speak, Dr. Hoyle
wrote:

I don’t know how long it is going to be before astronomers generally recognize that the combina-
torial arrangement of not even one among the many thousands of biopolymers on which life de-
pends could have been arrived at by natural processes here on the Earth. Astronomers will have a
little difficulty in understanding this because they will be assured by biologists that it is not so, the
biologists having been assured in their turn by others that it is not so. The “others™ are a group of
persons who believe, quite openly, in mathematical miracles. They advocate the belief that tucked
away in nature, outside of normal physics, there is a law which performs miracles (provided the
miracles are in the aid of biology). This curious situation sits oddly on a profession that for long
has been dedicated to coming up with logical explanations of biblical miracles.... It is quite other-
wise, however, with the modern miracle workers, who are always to be found living in the twilight
fringes of thermodynamics (1981a, 92:526, parenthetical comment in orig.).

In fact, Dr. Hoyle has described the evolutionary concept that disorder gives rise to order in a
rather picturesque manner.

The chance that higher forms have emerged in this way is comparable with the chance that a tornado
sweeping through a junk-yard might assemble a Boeing 747 from the materials therein (1981b,
294:105).

And, in order to make his position perfectly clear, he provided his readers with the following anal-
ogy:
At all events, anyone with even a nodding acquaintance with the Rubik cube will concede the near-
impossibility of a solution being obtained by a blind person moving the cubic faces at random.
Now imagine 10* blind persons each with a scrambled Rubik cube, and try to conceive of the
chance of them all simultaneously arriving at the solved form. You then have the chance of ar-
riving by random shuffling at just one of the many biopolymers on which life depends. The no-
tion that not only biopolymers but the operating programme of a living cell could be arrived at by
chance in a primordial organic soup here on the Earth is evidently nonsense of a high order (1981a,
92:527, emp. in orig.).

Hoyle and Chandra Wickramasinghe (who is a professor of astronomy and applied mathemat-

ics at the University College, Cardiff, Wales) went even further. Using probability figures applied
to cosmic time (not just geologic time here on the Earth), their conclusion was:

Once we see, however, that the probability of life originating at random is so utterly minuscule as
to make the random concept absurd, it becomes sensible to think that the favourable properties of
physics on which life depends, are in every respect deliberate.... It is therefore almost inevitable
that our own measure of intelligence must reflect in a valid way the higher intelligences...even to
the extreme idealized limit of God (1981, pp. 141,144, emp. in orig.).
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Hoyle and Wickramasinghe suggested, however, that this “higher intelligence” did not nec-
essarily have to be, as far as they were concerned, what most people would call “God,” but sim-
ply a being with an intelligence “to the limit of God.” They, personally, opted for “directed pans-
permia,” a view which suggests that life was “planted” on the Earth via genetic material that orig-
inated from a “higher intelligence” somewhere in the Universe. But just one year later, in 1982,
Dr. Hoyle wrote:

A common sense interpretation of the facts suggests that a superintellect has monkeyed with
physics, as well as with chemistry and biology, and that there are no blind forces worth speaking
about in nature. The numbers one calculates from the facts seem to me so overwhelming as to put
this conclusion almost beyond question (20:16, emp. added).

Three years after that, in 1985, molecular biologist Michael Denton authored Evolution: A
Theory in Crisis, in which he stated:

In this book, I have adopted the radical approach. By presenting a systematic critique of the current
Darwinian model, ranging from paleontology to molecular biology, I have tried to show why I
believe that the problems are too severe and too intractable to offer any hope of resolution in terms
of the orthodox Darwinian framework, and that consequently the conservative view is no longer
tenable.

The intuitive feeling that pure chance could never have achieved the degree of complexity and in-
genuity so ubiquitous in nature has been a continuing source of scepticism ever since the publi-
cation of the Origin; and throughout the past century there has always existed a significant mi-
nority of first-rate biologists who have never been able to bring themselves to accept the validity
of Darwinian claims. In fact, the number of biologists who have expressed some degree of disil-
lusionment is practically endless.

The anti-evolutionary thesis argued in this book, the idea that life might be fundamentally a discon-
tinuous phenomenon, runs counter to the whole thrust of modern biological thought. ...Put simply,
no one has ever observed the interconnecting continuum of functional forms linking all known
past and present species of life. The concept of the continuity of nature has existed in the mind of
man, never in the facts of nature (pp. 16,327,353, emp. in orig.).

In 1987, two years after Denton’s book was published, Swedish biologist Seren Levtrup wrote in
an even stronger vein:

After this step-wise elimination, only one possibility remains: the Darwinian theory of natural

selection, whether or not coupled with Mendelism, is false. I have already shown that the arguments

advanced by the early champions were not very compelling, and that there are now considerable
numbers of empirical facts which do not fit with the theory. Hence, to all intents and purposes

the theory has been falsified, so why has it not been abandoned? I think the answer is that current

evolutionists follow Darwin’s example—they refuse to accept falsifying evidence (p. 352, emp. add-

ed).

In his 1988 book, The Cosmic Blueprint: New Discoveries in Nature’s Creative Ability to Or-
der the Universe, Australian physicist Paul Davies wrote: “There is for me powerful evidence that
there is something going on behind it all. It seems as though somebody has fine-tuned nature’s num-
bers to make the Universe. The impression of design is overwhelming” (p. 203, emp. added). That
same year, George Greenstein wrote:

As we survey all the evidence, the thought insistently arises that some supernatural agency—or,
rather, Agency—must be involved. Is it possible that suddenly, without intending to, we have
stumbled upon scientific proof of the existence of a Supreme Being? Was it God who stepped in
and so providentially crafted the cosmos for our benefit? (1988, p. 27).

In 1992, Arno Penzias (who fourteen years earlier had shared the 1978 Nobel Prize in physics with
Robert W. Wilson for their discovery of the so-called “background radiation” left over from the
Big Bang) declared:
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Astronomy leads us to a unique event, a universe which was created out of nothing, one with the
very delicate balance needed to provide exactly the conditions required to permit life, and one which
has an underlying (one might say “supernatural”) plan [p. 83, parenthetical comment in orig.].

In his 1994 book, The Physics of Immortality, Frank Tipler (who coauthored with John D.
Barrow the massive 1986 volume, The Anthropic Cosmological Principle) wrote:

When I began my career as a cosmologist some twenty years ago, | was a convinced atheist. I never
in my wildest dreams imagined that one day I would be writing a book purporting to show that
the central claims of Judeo-Christian theology are in fact true, that these claims are straightforward
deductions of the laws of physics as we now understand them. I have been forced into these con-
clusions by the inexorable logic of my own special branch of physics (Preface).

One year later, NASA astronomer John O’Keefe admitted:

We are, by astronomical standards, a pampered, cosseted, cherished group of creatures.... If the
Universe had not been made with the most exacting precision we could never have come into ex-
istence. It is my view that these circumstances indicate the universe was created for man to live
in (1995, p. 200).

Then, in 1998, evolutionist Michael Denton shocked everyone with his new book, Nature’s
Destiny, when he admitted:

Because this book presents a teleological interpretation of the cosmos which has obvious theolog-

ical implications, it is important to emphasize at the outset that the argument presented here is en-

tirely consistent with the basic naturalistic assumption of modern science—that the cosmos is a

seamless unity which can be comprehended ultimately in its entirety by human reason and

in which all phenomena, including life and evolution and the origin of man, are ultimately

explicable in terms of natural processes....

Although this is obviously a book with many theological implications, my initial intention was not

specifically to develop an argument for design; however, as I researched more deeply into the topic

and as the manuscript went through successive drafts, it became increasingly clear that the laws

of nature were fine-tuned on earth to a remarkable degree and that the emerging picture provided

powerful and self-evident support for the traditional anthropocentric teleological view of the cos-

mos. Thus, by the time the final draft was finished, the book had become in effect an essay in nat-

ural theology in the spirit and tradition of William Paley’s Natural Theology (pp. xvii-xviii,Xi-xii,

emp. in orig.).

Such quotations could be multiplied almost endlessly. Even a cursory examination documents that
there is much more that is “unknown” than “known” in the evolutionary scenario.

First, evolution cannot be proven true unless nonliving can give rise to living—that is to say,
spontaneous generation must have occurred. Evolution, in its entirety, is based on this principle.
But what evidence is there that the concept of spontaneous generation is, in fact, correct? What
evidence is there that life arose from nonlife? In their 1965 biology textbook, Life: An Introduc-
tion to Biology, evolutionists Simpson and Beck begrudgingly admitted that the spontaneous gen-
eration of life “does not occur in any known case” (p. 261). Twelve years later, in his book, Until
the Sun Dies, Robert Jastrow, the founder and former director of the Goddard Institute for Space
Studies at NASA, summarized the situation as follows:

According to this story, every tree, every blade of grass, and every creature in the sea and on the

land evolved out of one parent strand of molecular matter drifting lazily in a warm pool. What

concrete evidence supports that remarkable theory of the origin of life? There is none (1977, p.

60).

Four years after that, in 1981, renowned British astrophysicist Sir Fred Hoyle complained in Nature
magazine:

The likelihood of the spontaneous formation of life from inanimate matter is one to a number with

40,000 noughts after it.... It is big enough to bury Darwin and the whole theory of evolution. There

was no primeval soup, neither on this planet nor on any other, and if the beginnings of life were

not random, they must therefore have been the product of purposeful intelligence (1981b, 294:

148, emp. added).



-26-

A decade later, in 1991, Hoyle and Wickramasinghe published in New Scientist an article
(“Where Microbes Boldly Went”) with a catchy title but a dismal message—dismal, that is, for
evolutionists who are forced by their theory to believe in the concept of biochemical evolution that
allegedly produced the first life on Earth by chance processes.

Precious little in the way of biochemical evolution could have happened on the Earth. It is easy
to show that the two thousand or so enzymes that span the whole of life could not have evolved on
the Earth. If one counts the number of trial assemblies of amino acids that are needed to give rise
to the enzymes, the probability of their discovery by random shufflings turns out to be less than
1 in 10°*°° (91:415).

Those “40,000 noughts” with which Dr. Hoyle was struggling in 1981 still were a thorn in
his side ten years later. And the situation has not improved in the years since. One of the “scien-
tific heavyweights” in origin-of-life studies from an evolutionary viewpoint is Leslie Orgel, who
has spent most of his professional career attempting to uncover the secrets of how life began on
this planet. In the October 1994 issue of Scientific American, Dr. Orgel authored an article titled
“The Origin of Life on Earth” in which he admitted:

It is extremely improbable that proteins and nucleic acids, both of which are structurally complex,
arose spontaneously in the same place at the same time. Yet it also seems impossible to have one
without the other. And so, at first glance, one might have to conclude that life could never, in
fact, have originated by chemical means....

We proposed that RNA might well have come first and established what is now called the RNA
world.... This scenario could have occurred, we noted, if prebiotic RNA had two properties not
evident today: a capacity to replicate without the help of proteins and an ability to catalyze every step
of protein synthesis....

The precise events giving rise to the RNA world remain unclear. As we have seen, investigators
have proposed many hypotheses, but evidence in favor of each of them is fragmentary at best. The
full details of how the RNA world, and life, emerged may not be revealed in the near future
(271:78,83, emp. added).

It is not enough, of course, “just” to establish the possibility of spontaneous generation/bio-
chemical evolution. Evolutionists also must explain the origin of the dazzlingly complex DNA/RNA
genetic code that is the basis of every living organism. But, just as their fanciful-but-failed sce-
narios for the explanation of the naturalistic origin of life have left them lacking any substantive
answers, so their theories regarding the origin of the genetic code have failed just as miserably. One
evolutionist, John Maddox, confessed as much in a curiously titled but revealing article, “The
Genesis Code by Numbers,” in Nature.

It was already clear that the genetic code is not merely an abstraction but the embodiment of life’s
mechanisms; the consecutive triplets of nucleotides in DNA (called codons) are inherited but they
also guide the construction of proteins. So it is disappointing that the origin of the genetic code
is still as obscure as the origin of life itself (1994, 367:111, emp. added).

Second, not only is the inability of how to get life started a serious stumbling block for evo-
lutionists, but now the where of this supposed happening has been called into question as well.
Hoyle and Wickramasinghe have argued that life fell to Earth from space after having evolved
from the warm, wet nucleus of a comet (see Gribbin, 1981, 89[3]:14; Hoyle and Wickramasinghe,
1981). Sir Francis Crick, co-discoverer of the DNA molecule, has suggested that life actually was
sent here from other planets (1981). Meanwhile, back on Earth, Sidney Fox and colleagues have
proposed that life began on the side of a primitive volcano on our primeval planet when a number
of dry amino acids “somehow” formed there at exactly the right temperature, for exactly the right
length of time, to form exactly the right molecules necessary for living systems (1977). Evolu-
tionists are fond of saying (remember Gould?) that there is no controversy over the fact of evolu-
tion; it is only the “how” about which they disagree. Not true. They cannot even agree on the
“where.”
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Of course, some evolutionists will attempt to argue that such matters are not properly discus-
sed as a part of the evolutionary process, and that evolution per se only applies to biological change.
Dobzhansky, however, settled that issue when he stated:

Evolution comprises all the stages of development of the universe: the cosmic, biological, and hu-
man or cultural developments. Attempts to restrict the concept of evolution to biology are gratuitous.
Life is a product of the evolution of inorganic matter, and man is a product of the evolution of life
(1967, 55:409).

Third, in his January 1987 Discover article, Dr. Gould, discussed some of the “data” that es-
tablish evolution as a “fact” (his statement was that “facts are the world’s data”). An examination
of these data disproves the very thing that Gould was attempting to prove—the “factuality” of evo-
lution. He commented:

We have direct evidence of small-scale changes in controlled laboratory experiments of the past
hundred years (on bacteria, on almost every measurable property of the fruit fly Drosophila), or
observed in nature (color changes in moth wings, development of metal tolerance in plants grow-
ing near industrial waste heaps) or produced during a few thousand years of human breeding and
agriculture (8[1]:65, parenthetical items in orig.).

Dr. Gould thus wants us to believe that such changes prove evolution to be a fact. Yet notice
what the professor conspicuously omitted. He failed to tell the reader what he stated publicly dur-
ing a speech at Hobart College, February 14, 1980, when he said:

A mutation doesn’t produce major new raw material. You don’t make new species by mutating
the species.... That’s a common idea people have; that evolution is due to random mutations. A mu-
tation is not the cause of evolutionary change (as quoted in Sunderland, 1984, p. 106, emp. in orig.).

On the one hand, Dr. Gould wants us to believe that bacteria and fruit flies have experienced
“small-scale changes” via genetic mutations and thus serve as excellent examples of the “fact” of
evolution. But on the other hand, he tells us that mutations (“small-scale changes”) do not cause
evolution. Which is it?

On March 4, 1982, Colin Patterson participated in a radio interview for the British Broadcast-
ing Corporation. In that interview, he admitted: “No one has ever produced a species by mecha-
nisms of natural selection. No one has ever gotten near it and most of the current argument in neo-
Darwinism is about this question: how a species originates” (1982). If evolution does not occur
by mutation, and it does not occur by natural selection, how, then, could evolution be considered
a “fact”? The only two known mechanisms have been admitted—even by evolutionists—to be com-
pletely impotent in this regard. Keith Thompson, professor of biology and dean of the graduate
school at Yale University, admitted as much when he wrote in the American Scientist:

Twenty years ago Mayr, in his Animal Species and Evolution seemed to have shown that if evo-
lution is a jigsaw puzzle, then at least all the edge pieces were in place. But today we are less con-
fident and the whole subject is in the most exciting ferment. Evolution is both troubled from with-
out by the nagging insistence of antiscientists [his term for creationists—BT] and nagged from within
by the troubling complexities of genetic and developmental mechanisms and new questions about
the central mystery—speciation itself (1982, p. 529).

Further, notice that in his article Gould made the same mistake that Darwin made 128 years
earlier—extrapolating far beyond the available evidence. Darwin looked at finches’ beaks, and from
small changes he extrapolated to state that evolution from one group to another had occurred. Dr.
Gould looked at changes in fruit flies or bacteria and did exactly the same thing, all the while fail-
ing to tell the reader that the bacteria never changed into anything else, and the fruit flies always
remained fruit flies. If the “data” are the “facts,” and if the “data” actually disprove evolution, how
is it then that evolution can be called, in any sense of the word, a “fact”?

The standard-usage dictionary definition of a fact is something that is “an actual occurrence,”
something that has “actual existence.” Can any process be called “an actual occurrence” when the
knowledge of how, when, where, what, and why is missing? Were someone to suggest that a certain
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skyscraper had merely “happened,” but that the how, when, where, what, and why were complete
unknowns, would you be likely to call it a fact, or an “unproven assertion”? To ask is to answer.
Gould, Futuyma, Simpson, and other evolutionists may ask us to believe that their unproven hy-
pothesis somehow has garnered to itself the status of a “fact,” but if they do, they will have to come
up with something based on evidence to substantiate their wishful thinking. Merely trying to alter,
for their own purposes, the definition of fact will not suffice. Pardon us for our incredulity, but
when the best they can offer is a completely insufficient explanation for life’s origin in the first
place, an equally insufficient mechanism for the evolution of that life once it “somehow” got started
via naturalistic processes, and a fossil record full of “missing links” to document its supposed
course through time, we will continue to relegate their “fact” to the status of a theory (or better yet,
a hypothesis). Adulterating the definition of the word fact is a poor attempt by Gould (and others)
to lend credence to a theory that lacks any factual merit whatsoever. Theodore N. Tahmisian, a nu-
clear physicist with the Atomic Energy Commission, once stated:

Scientists who go about teaching that evolution is a fact of life are great con men, and the story
they are telling may be the greatest hoax ever. In explaining evolution we do not have one iota of
fact.... It is a tangled mishmash of guessing games and figure jaggling (as quoted in Jackson, 1974,
p- 37).
James E. Lloyd, editor of the Florida Entomologist, condemned evolution with faint praise (while
simultaneously attempting to prop up its alleged factuality) when he wrote:

Evolution is, for all practical purposes, fact. Natural selection, though it may be tautological and
philosophically a poor theory in the various ways it is usually stated (e.g., “survival of the fittest™),
and perhaps not even capable of being falsified, is nevertheless profound and axiomatic. It provides
the most useful insight for problem solving that biological science has, and is the heart and soul
of behavioral ecology (1982, 65:1).

Natural selection, says Lloyd, is a tautology (i.e., it reasons in circles). Yet its major flaws notwith-
standing, evolution is to be accepted as a “fact” all the same. If this is the best evolutionists have
to offer as support for their claim of evolution’s factuality, it should be obvious to even the most
casual observer that such a claim is completely vacuous. Little wonder, then, that evolutionist
Michael Denton wrote concerning Darwin:

His general theory that all life on earth had originated and evolved by a gradual successive accum-
ulation of fortuitous mutations, is still, as it was in Darwin’s time, a highly speculative hypothesis
entirely without direct factual support and very far from that self-evident axiom some of its more
aggressive advocates would have us believe (1985, p. 77).
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CHAPTER 3
ORIGINS AND CREATION

The alternate and opposing theory to atheistic evolution is creation (also known as special cre-
ation, the theory of creation, or the creation model). Whereas evolution is based solely on the con-
cept of naturalistic processes, creation is based on the concept of supernatural processes. That
there is indeed a dichotomy here (and that these two models are, in fact, diametrically opposed to
each other) is granted by many on both sides of the issue. Some years ago, Nobel laureate George
Wald of Harvard University authored a lengthy, award-winning article for Scientific American on
the origin of life. In his article, Dr. Wald commented that, as an evolutionist, he felt “the reason-
able view was to believe in spontaneous generation; the only alternative, to believe in a single, pri-
mary act of supernatural creation. There is no third position” (1979, p. 287, emp. added).

While creationists strongly disagree with Dr. Wald’s suggestion regarding the feasibility of
spontaneous generation, they just as strongly agree with his assessment that “there is no third alter-
native.” We are here either as the result of natural forces (evolution), or supernatural forces (crea-
tion). Morris and Parker observed:

The fact is, however, there are only two possible models of origins, evolution or creation.... Either
the space/mass/ time universe is eternal, or it is not. If it is, then evolution is the true explanation
of its various components. If it is not, then it must have been created by a Creator. These are the
only two possibilities—simply stated, either it happened by accident (chance)...or it didn’t (de-
sign).... There are only these two possibilities. There may be many evolution submodels...and var-
ious creation submodels..., but there can be only two basic models—evolution or creation (1987,
p- 190, emp. and parenthetical items in orig.).

One or the other of these two models must be correct. That is to say, all things either can, or
cannot, be explained in terms of ongoing, natural processes within a self-contained Universe. If they
can, then evolution is true. If they cannot, then they must be explained, at least in part, by extra-
natural processes that can account for a Universe which itself was created. That is where creation
becomes an option.

CREATION DEFINED

The creation model that I am discussing in this book derives its legitimacy from the Bible as
the inspired Word of God. As a God-breathed revelation (2 Timothy 3:16-17; 2 Peter 1:20-21; 1
Corinthians 2:12-13), the Bible speaks correctly and with authority on each matter with which it
deals. The creation model maintains that the Universe is not self-contained. Rather, everything in
the Universe, and in fact, the Universe itself, came into being through the design, purpose, and de-
liberate acts of a supernatural Creator Who, using processes that are not continuing as natural proc-
esses in the present, created the Universe, the Earth, and all life on the Earth, including all basic
types of plants and animals, as well as humans. Creation maintains, in keeping with the account
found in Genesis 1 (and referenced in other portions of the Bible), that God, as the Creator, is om-
nipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent, having created the Universe and all that is in it through di-
vine fiat “by the word of His power” (Hebrews 1:3).

Irenacus (A.D. 130-200), one of the early church writers, expressed it like this: “He Himself
called into being the substance of His own creation, when previously it had no existence” (n.d.,
2.X.iv). Generally, this is referred to as creation ex nihilo indicating that God created the Universe
and its inhabitants from substance(s) not previously in existence. Wilbert H. Rusch summarized
the creation model (as it applies to life) by stating that:

...we could then hold that God made the plants and the animals according to His own plan. This
would seem to have involved the creation of certain basic kinds of plants and animals, each with
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the ability to vary within a circle of the Kind to a greater or lesser degree. However, it would im-

ply that there are definite limits, beyond which plants and animals may not vary (1991, p. 15, emp.

in orig.).

Quite obviously, the creation model differs drastically in a number of ways from the evolution
model. The evolution model posits a Universe that is able to explain its own existence (viz., it is
self-contained); the creation model posits a Universe that is not able to explain its own existence
(viz., it is not self-contained). The evolution model posits no Creator; the creation model posits an
omnipotent Creator. The evolution model posits a Universe that is the end product of purely natu-
ralistic forces; the creation model posits a Universe that is the end product of the Creator’s intelli-
gent and purposeful design. The evolution model advocates the view that life originated by acci-
dent; the creation model advocates the view that life was specially created. Other important dispar-
ities between the two models could be listed, but these will become evident throughout the re-
mainder of this book.

IS CREATION POPULAR?

A thousand times over the death knell of creation has been sounded, the funeral procession
formed, the inscription cut on the tombstone, and the committal read. But somehow the corpse
never stays put. Concerning the premature funeral of creation, Morris has penned these words:

The bells had tolled for any scientific belief in special creation. The Scopes trial (1925) had ended

in a nominal victory for the fundamentalists, with the teacher Scopes convicted of teaching evo-

lution in the high school, contrary to Tennessee law. In the press, however, Clarence Darrow and

his evolutionist colleagues had resoundingly defeated William Jennings Bryan and the creationists.

Evolution henceforth was almost universally accepted as an established fact of modern science,

and special creation relegated to the limbo of curious beliefs of a former age....

But if creationism once was dead, it has recently risen from the dead! Today there are hundreds

of outspoken scientists advocating a return to creation and abandonment of evolution, and their

numbers are increasing. The evolutionary “establishment” is becoming alarmed, as multitudes of

disillusioned youth are recoiling from the precipice of animalistic amoralism and survival-of-the-
fittest philosophy to which two generations of evolutionary indoctrination had led them (1974b,

pp- 9,13).

Since the publication in 1961 of The Genesis Flood by John C. Whitcomb and Henry M. Morris,
belief in creation has increased in popularity in a drastic fashion. The formation in 1963 of the
Creation Research Society did much to heighten that popularity, as did the establishment in 1970
of the California-based Institute for Creation Research. No longer are creationists considered to
be on the “peripheral fringe” and thus not much of a threat to the evolutionary establishment. Cre-
ation is enjoying a groundswell of support in both the popular and the scientific communities. There
are scores of creationist organizations—Ilocal, regional, national, and even international. And the inter-
est is growing daily.

In the past, evolutionists often swayed audiences with bombast, accusations, and insinuations.
But no longer. Basil Overton, author of the book, Evolution Or Creation?, offered this assessment:

Evolutionists are dogmatic in what they offer as an alternative to believing the Bible account of cre-
ation. They ask us not to believe the Bible and then dogmatically ask us to believe their theories
instead. Dr. H.H. Newman says that the doctrine of evolution has no rival except what he calls “the
outworn and completely refuted” story of creation. He says the story of creation is no longer believed
by any except the ignorant, the dogmatic, and the prejudiced. (See: Outlines of General Zoology,
by H.H. Newman, page 407.)

It is unfortunate that such men as Dr. H.H. Newman make such rash statements, because such a
view as he has expressed classifies many of the world’s greatest minds as being ignorant, dogmatic,
and prejudiced. Dr. Newman so classifies such great scientists and thinkers as: Dr. A. Cressy Mor-
rison; Dr. Heribert Nilsson of the Swedish Botanical Institute; Dr. John Klotz, an American Man
of Science, and author of a classic entitled: Genes, Genesis, and Evolution; Dr. Henry Morris, and
Dr. John Whitcomb, authors of the celebrated book, The Genesis Flood; Dr. Frank Lewis Marsh
of Andrews University, and a host of others (1973, p. 15, parenthetical comment in orig.).



31-

There has been an interesting turn of events over the past years.

In spite of the overwhelming monopoly that evolutionists have developed over educational and com-
munications media, however, there does exist a tremendous reservoir of intelligent anti-evolu-
tionary Christian conviction in this and other countries. And if well-written scholarly literature
of this nature could somehow be channeled to the great body of educated “men of good will,”
who are inclined to believe in evolution simply because of a brainwashing to which they have been
subjected ever since entering the public schools but whose minds are not closed to new consid-
erations, then there is no doubt that a much greater body of anti-evolutionary sentiment could be
quickly developed (Morris, 1963, p. 28).

Actually, the very thing that Dr. Morris predicted in 1963 has happened. There is, in fact, a “body
of anti-evolutionary sentiment” that has developed, and correspondingly a body of “pro-creation
sentiment.” In 1975, James Coppedge made the following statement in his book, Evolution: Pos-
sible or Impossible?:

The growing evidence against evolution will eventually force American evolutionists to face the
fact that the position is untenable. Some will then openmindedly explore the idea of creation, while
others will doubtless persist in materialism at any cost (p. 180).

As it turns out, the predictions made by both Morris and Coppedge contained a kernel of truth. Cer-
tainly, it is not the case that evolutionists are abandoning their theory in droves. However, two ob-
servations may be made about recent happenings. First, it is from among the evolutionists them-
selves that have come some of the most stinging rebukes of their theory. Second, among the gen-
eral populace there is a marked increase in support for creation. As evidence—in addition to the
quotations from evolutionists like Grassé, Denton, and Levtrup introduced in the previous chap-
ter—I offer the following.

In 1971, Harvard-trained lawyer, Norman Macbeth, wrote a biting rebuttal of evolution titled
Darwin Retried. Somewhat later, in a published interview about the book and its contents, he ob-
served that evolutionists still were “not revealing all the dirt under the rug in their approach to the
public. There is a feeling that they ought to keep back the worst so that their public reputation would
not suffer and the Creationists wouldn’t get any ammunition” (1982, 2:22). It is too late, however,
because the evolutionists’ public reputation has suffered, and the creationists have garnered to them-
selves additional ammunition, as is evident from the following.

In a center-column, front-page article in the June 15, 1979 issue of the Wall Street Journal,
there appeared an article by one of the Journal’s staff writers commenting on how creationists, when
engaging in debates with evolutionists, “tend to win” the debates, and that creationism was “making
progress.” In 1979, Gallup pollsters conducted a random survey, inquiring about belief in creation
versus evolution. The poll had been commissioned by Christianity Today magazine, and was re-
ported in its December 21, 1979 issue. This poll found that 51% of Americans believe in the special
creation of a literal Adam and Eve as the starting place of human life. In the March 1980 issue of
the American School Board Journal (p. 52), it was reported that 67% of its readers (most of whom
were school board members and school administrators) favored the teaching of the scientific evi-
dence for creation in public schools. Glamour magazine conducted a poll of its own and reported the
results in its August 1982 issue (p. 28). The magazine found that 74% of its readers favored teach-
ing the scientific evidence for creation in public schools. One of the most authoritative polls was
conducted in October 1981 by the Associated Press/NBC News polling organization. The results
were as follows:

“Only evolution should be taught” 8%
“Only creation should be taught” 10%
“Both creation and evolution should be taught” 76%

“Not sure which should be taught” 6%
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Thus, nationwide no less than 86% of the people in the United States believe that creation should
be taught in public schools. In August 1982, another Gallup poll was conducted, and discovered
that 44% of those interviewed believed not only in creation, but in a recent creation of less than
10,000 years ago. Only 9% of the people polled believed in atheistic evolution.

On November 28, 1991, results were released from yet another Gallup poll regarding the bib-
lical account of origins. The results may be summarized as follows. On origins: 47% believed that
God had created man within the last 10,000 years (up 3% from the 1982 poll mentioned above);
40% believed that man evolved over millions of years, but that God guided the process; 9% be-
lieved that man had evolved over millions of years without God; 4% were “other/don’t know.” On
the Bible: 32% believed the Bible to be the inspired Word of God and that it should be taken lit-
erally; 49% believed the Bible to be the inspired Word of God, but that it should not always be
taken literally; 16% believed the Bible to be entirely the product of men; 3% were “other/don’t know”
(see Major, 1991, 11:48; John Morris, 1992, p. d). Two years later, a Gallup poll carried out in 1993
produced almost the same results. Of those responding, 47% stated that they believed in a recent
creation of man; 11% expressed their belief in a strictly naturalistic form of evolution (see New-
port, 1993, p. A-22). Four years after that poll, a 1997 Gallup survey found that 44% of Americans
(including 31% who were college graduates) subscribed to a fairly literal reading of the Genesis ac-
count of creation, while another 39% (53% of whom were college graduates) believed that God
played at least some part in creating the Universe. Only 10% (17% college graduates) embraced a
purely naturalistic, evolutionary view (see Bishop, 1998, pp. 39-48; Sheler, 1999, pp. 48-49). The
results of a Gallup poll released in August 1999 were practically identical: 47% stated that they be-
lieved in a recent creation of man; 9% expressed belief in strictly naturalistic evolution (see Moore,
1999).

In its March 11, 2000 issue, the New York Times ran a story titled “Survey Finds Support is
Strong for Teaching 2 Origin Theories,” which reported on a poll commissioned by the liberal civil
rights group, People for the American Way, and conducted by the prestigious polling/public research
firm, DYG, of Danbury, Connecticut. According to the report, 79% of the people polled felt that the
scientific evidence for creation should be included in the curriculum of public schools (see Glanz,
2000, p. A-1).

The amazing thing about all of this, of course, is that these results are being achieved after
more than a century of evolutionary indoctrination. As a result, anti-creationist hysteria is in full
swing. Resolutions against creation are being passed, pro-evolution pamphlets are being distributed,
“committees of correspondence” are being formed, debates with creationists are being avoided (so
that the creationists no longer “tend to win”), and anti-creationist books are streaming from the pres-
ses at an unprecedented rate. For example, in 1977 the American Humanist Association fired a ma-
jor salvo by publishing a Manifesto affirming evolution as “firmly established in the view of the
modern scientific community” (see The Humanist, 1977, 37:4-5). Following that, Dorothy Nelkin, a
professor of sociology at Cornell University, published the first of what became a series of anti-cre-
ationist books when she wrote Science Textbook Controversies and the Politics of Equal Time (1977).

Since then, a lengthy list of such books can be documented. As samples, I might list such
volumes as: (1) The Darwinian Revolution by Michael Ruse (1979); (2) Abusing Science: The Case
Against Creationism by Philip Kitcher (1982); (3) The Monkey Business by Niles Eldredge (1982);
(4) Scientists Confront Creationism, edited by Laurie Godfrey (1983); (5) Science on Trial: The
Case for Evolution by Douglas J. Futuyma (1983); (6) Science and Creationism, edited by Ashley
Montagu (1984); (7) Creation and Evolution: Myth or Reality? by Norman D. Newell (1985); (8)
The Blind Watchmaker by Richard Dawkins (1986); (9) Science and Creation by Robert W. Han-
son (1986); (10) Cult Archaeology and Creationism by Francis B. Harrold and Raymond A. Eve
(1987); (11) Anti-Evolution Bibliography by Tom Mclver (1988a); (12) Evolution—The Great De-
bate by Vernon Blackmore and Andrew Page (1989); (13) Evolution and the Myth of Creationism
by Tim Berra (1990); (14) The Creationist Movement in Modern America by Raymond A. Eve



-33-

and Francis B. Harrold (1991); (15) The Creationists: The Evolution of Scientific Creationism by
Ronald L. Numbers (1992); (16) The Myth-Maker’s Magic—Behind the Illusion of “Creation Sci-
ence” by Delos B. McKown; (17) Creationism’s Upside-Down Pyramid: How Science Refutes
Fundamentalism by Lee Tiffin (1994); (18) Science and Earth History: The Evolution/Creation
Controversy by Arthur N. Strahler (1999); and (19) The Triumph of Evolution and the Failure of
Creationism [the sequel to his 1982 volume, The Monkey Business] by Niles Eldredge (2000).

This list could be lengthened considerably, but I think the point is clear. Creation no longer is
being taken lightly. A “call to arms” has been made by the evolutionary establishment, and is be-
ing answered by many in the evolutionary community. Creationism is enjoying renewed popularity.
Were that not the case, evolutionists would not be so busily engaged in meeting what they perceive
as a very real threat to the status quo that they have enjoyed for so long.

WHY DO PEOPLE BELIEVE IN CREATION?

Those who believe in creation do so for a number of reasons. First, they believe in creation be-
cause they have seen the evidence that proves God’s existence. Creationists understand that where
there is a painting, there must by necessity be a painter. Where there is a poem, there must by ne-
cessity be a poet. Where there is a law, there must by necessity be a lawgiver. Where there is design,
there must by necessity be a designer. Because the Universe is intricately designed, creationists
find it impossible to believe that it “just happened.” To them, the only logical conclusion is that
the Universe had a designer—the God of the Bible.

Second, it is true that Christians believe in creation because of faith. But this is not “blind faith,”
for that phrase is not descriptive of biblical faith (see Thompson, 1994, 14:25-27,29-31). The Chris-
tian’s faith is based on evidence (Hebrews 11:1), not mere guesswork. Christianity is no “pie-in-the-
sky-by-and-by” religion. While Christians readily admit that, at times, they walk by faith and not
by sight (2 Corinthians 5:7), they also are quick to point out that God has not left Himself without
witness of Himself in nature (Romans 1:18-20; Acts 14:17), which makes faith evidence-based and
evidence-established. Since faith comes by hearing, and hearing by the Word of God (Romans 10:
17), wherever there is no evidence from God, there will be no faith.

Third, those who believe in creation do so because they have examined both the empirical and
the prima facie evidence that is available. And such evidence points to a Creator—not to a Universe
that is self-created or self-explained. Upon critical examination, creationists have found the “proofs”
of evolution not to be “proofs” at all. Nonliving matter does not give rise to life. The “missing links”
are still missing. Evolution has no adequate mechanism. Such solely human traits as morals, values,
and ethics remain unexplained by any evolutionary process. And so on. On the other hand, each
of these issues is answered quite adequately by creation.”

IS CREATION A “FACT” OF SCIENCE?

The concepts of creation and evolution both share one fundamental similarity—the idea that
the Universe and life are the products of one or more unique events. Evolutionists speak of such
things as the Big Bang and the origin of living from nonliving. Neither of these events, however,
is occurring today. In a similar fashion, creationists speak of the Universe and life as the products
of divine creative acts, and of a worldwide Flood that helped shape the present Earth. These events
also are unique.

Science (in the sense that most people understand the word) normally deals with empirical events
and processes—things that can be observed with the five senses. Furthermore, science usually con-
cerns itself with those things that are universal, dependable, timeless, and repeatable. That is to say,
a scientist in China can use the same methodology as a scientist in America and obtain the same
results today, tomorrow, next year, or at any time in the future.

It should be obvious to all concerned that neither evolution nor creation falls into such a cat-
egory. Certain of the basic concepts involved (the Big Bang, the creation of man, etc.) cannot be
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tested using these criteria. Yet there are certain things about both creation and evolution that can
be tested. In order to distinguish the things within each model that can be tested from those that
cannot, some authors have suggested that science itself be divided into two distinct categories. For
example, in their 1984 book, The Mystery of Life’s Origin, Charles Thaxton, Walter Bradley, and
Roger Olsen recommended separating operation science from origin science. Others (e.g., Geis-
ler and Anderson, 1987) have followed suit.

Operation science deals with regular, recurring events in nature that require natural causes
(eclipses, volcanoes, reproduction, etc.), while origin science deals with singularities that may or
may not require a natural cause (the Big Bang, creation, etc.). The term “origin science” may be
new but, in fact, it works by the time-honored, standard principles of causality and uniformity. The
principle of causality says that every material effect must have a prior, necessary, and adequate
cause. The principle of uniformity (or analogy) says that similar effects have similar causes. In
other words, the kinds of causes that we observe producing effects today can be counted on to have
produced similar effects in the past. What we see as an adequate cause in the present, we assume
to have been an adequate cause in the past; what we see as an inadequate cause in the present, we
assume to have been an inadequate cause in the past.

None of us denies that creation occurred in the distant past as the results of events that now
are unable to be studied experimentally in the laboratory. In this sense, creation is no more a “fact”
of science than evolution. But the same limitations are inherent in evolutionary scenarios. Anyone
familiar with the works of evolutionists like Robert Jastrow and Fred Hoyle is aware of the fact that
these scientists, and others, have pointed out that the origin of the Universe, and of life itself, occur-
red in the distant past under conditions not necessarily experimentally reproducible and therefore
not able to be studied in a strictly scientific manner. Paul Ehrlich and L.C. Birch, both evolutionists,
also have addressed these issues.

Our theory of evolution has become...one which cannot be refuted by any possible observations.

Every conceivable observation can be fitted into it. It is thus “outside empirical science” but not

necessarily false. No one can think of ways in which to test it. Ideas, either without basis or based

on a few laboratory experiments carried out in extremely simplified systems have attained currency

far beyond their validity. They have become part of an evolutionary dogma accepted by most of

us as part of our training (1967, 214:349).

That would seem, to the unbiased observer, to put creation and evolution on equal footing.
Evolutionists likely will disagree, as Trevor Major has observed:

Still, evolutionists may argue that creationists have done themselves no service by making a sep-

arate science out of singularities. Defining a nonempirical science is one thing; proposing super-

natural causes is quite another. For this reason, they will always view creationism as unscientific.

But the idea that history consists of an unbroken stream of natural causes and effects is merely a

presumption on their part. Perhaps they fear a new generation of doctoral students invoking God

when they cannot explain something in their research projects. Yet this fear is unfounded. As stated
earlier, most scientists of the past had no problem with divine intervention. Indeed, one of the driv-

ing forces of early Western science was the idea that the Universe, as God’s creation, was open to

rational investigation. In doing good operation science, these scientists would seek natural causes

for regularly occurring events. Many of them recognized, however, that unique events may require

a cause beyond nature. Only analogy with the present can determine whether the cause is mirac-

ulous or naturalistic (1994a, 14:21, emp. in orig.).

It is not a justifiable criticism to say simply that “creation” is based on supernatural processes in
the distant past” and therefore is not scientific. The “supernatural” beginnings of creation are no
less available for scientific examination than are the “unique” (though allegedly natural) beginnings
of evolution.

Furthermore, whoever defined science as “naturalism”? The word “science” derives from the
Latin scientia, meaning “knowledge.” Scientists are supposed to be men and women who are on a
lifelong search for truth and knowledge, regardless of where that search may lead. Science is based
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on an observation of the facts and is directed at finding patterns of order in the observed data.
There is nothing about true science that excludes the study of created objects and order!

To assume that knowledge can be acquired solely on the basis of naturalism, and that only
those items that might have come about “naturally” may be studied, is to beg the question entirely.
It is at least possible that creation could be the true explanation of origins, and thus it is premature
and bigoted for certain scientists to exclude it from the domain of science by definition, all the while
leaving the theory of evolution within that domain.
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CHAPTER 4
VOICES OF COMPROMISE

Where would we be without revelation from God? Such a revelation is both possible and nec-
essary. It is possible because God, being all-powerful, is able to do anything He wishes that is not
contrary to His divine nature (Job 42:2; Matthew 19:26). It is necessary due to the fact that other-
wise man would have no way to know fully and adequately the things it is imperative for him to
know. For example, it is essential to have a divine revelation in order for man to know: (a) The
character of God. While something of God’s essence and power can be gleaned vaguely from na-
ture itself (as I shall show shortly), it takes the fullness of actual communication from God to reveal
His holiness, justice, mercy, grace, love, and other attributes. (b) The origin of man. Were it not
for divine revelation, man would have no way to know of his lofty origin. The confusion of mod-
ern-day evolutionary theories is evidence aplenty of this. (¢) The origin of evil. Man needed to be
educated concerning the source of his sinful predicament. Else, how could he know about the sinful
state in which he finds himself? (d) Man’s purpose. Divine revelation was necessary if man was
to comprehend his purpose while here on Earth, and especially the provisions for his redemption.
With no defined purpose, man surely would wonder endlessly through the centuries, with neither
goals nor objectives at hand. (¢) Man’s destiny. In the absence of God’s revelation, none of us would
know anything of the heaven to be gained or the hell to be shunned. The urgency of this knowledge
is made all the more real by the general despair of those who reject supernatural revelation.

Revelation designates the unveiling of facts and truths by God—things that man, on his own,
could not have known previously. Revelation has reference to the communication of knowledge.
Revelation discovers new truth to men (1 Corinthians 2:10); inspiration guides and controls the
giving of truth (1 Corinthians 2:13), ensuring that God gets written correctly what He wants written.
Inspiration extends to the whole of truth, although the subject matter is of two kinds: revelation and
known facts (or as we would call it, history). The Bible speaks forthrightly about its inspiration (2
Timothy 3:16-17; 2 Peter 1:20-21; 1 Corinthians 2:13; et al.). Basically, this claim amounts to the
declaration that the Bible is God’s will and way in the world, a record and interpretation of God’s
activity, and a guide for man in service to the Lord. The Bible thus is regarded (based on evidence)
as a repository of absolute Truth that may be studied faithfully, the result being that one knows God’s
will.

In discussing God’s revelation, students of Scripture have spoken of that revelation as being
two-fold: (1) natural (or general) revelation; and (2) special (or supernatural) revelation. Natural
revelation comes to man through nature. The first six verses of Psalm 19 declare that God has given a
revelation of Himself in nature that constantly is testifying to the existence of the Creator. The apos-
tle Paul, speaking through inspiration in Romans 1:20, clearly stated that God’s “invisible nature,
namely, his eternal power and deity, has been clearly perceived in the things that have been made.
So they are without excuse.” Natural revelation is rooted in creation and in the ordinary relationship
of God to man. The Scriptures teach that natural revelation is universal. At no time in all of history
has God left Himself without a witness of Himself in nature (Acts 14:17).

The Scriptures likewise make it clear, however, that God has given a second revelation—spe-
cial revelation. This revelation is found only in the Bible. It has become inscripturated,; it is of word
and of fact, and is historical in nature. God, in using this kind of revelation, disclosed Himself in at
least three different ways: (a) Theophanies (i.e., veiled appearances of Himself). He appeared in
fire, clouds, and smoke (Genesis 15:17; Exodus 3:2; 19:9,16ff.; 33:9). He appeared in stormy winds
(Job 38:1; 40:6; Psalm 18:10-16). Theophany reached its highest point in the incarnation in which
Jesus Christ became flesh and dwelt among us (Colossians 1:19; 2:9). (b) Direct communica-
tions. God spoke through an audible voice on occasion (Genesis 2:16; 3:8-19; 4:6-15; Exodus 19:
9; 1 Samuel 3:4). He communicated through visions (Isaiah 6:1ff.; 21:6ff.; Ezekiel 1-3; Daniel 1:
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17). He also communicated through the Holy Spirit (Mark 13:11; Luke 12:12; John 14:17; 15:26;
Acts 6:10). (¢) Miracles. God, through miracles, chose to reveal His power and presence. Such mir-
acles emphasized great truths, and were intended as confirmation of His word, His prophecy, and
His power.

The careful student of Scripture has long been aware of the two types of revelation, and sim-
ilarly has been aware that as great as natural revelation is, in and of itself it is deficient. At this
point in time, nature has ceased to be a perspicuous revelation of God (at least to some). It may
have been so before sin occurred, but even if it were, man now has been so blinded by sin that he
cannot read the divine script in nature. Natural revelation simply is not enough; it never was in-
tended to be. It does not afford man the reliable knowledge of God, and the spiritual things man
needs for his ultimate salvation. Therefore, it is inadequate as a total foundation for man’s faith.
From nature, man never can infer the need for a personal Savior. Thus, God gave special revelation.
The two combined represent God’s message adequately communicated to man. When viewed in
their proper perspectives, God’s two revelations form important testimony to His power and His
saving grace.

THE DOUBLE-REVELATION THEORY

Unfortunately, some today have abandoned any confidence in what God’s special revelation
has to say regarding man’s origin, in deference to evolutionary speculations. Numerous others,
not willing to forsake the totality of their faith, have sought an illegitimate amalgamation between
biblical and evolutionary views.

For example, advocates of what has come to be known as the Double-Revelation Theory main-
tain that natural revelation and special revelation are fully authoritative in their respective realms.
Since these two revelations are given by the same self-consistent God of Truth, they cannot, and
will not, contradict each other. The theologian, therefore, is viewed as the God-appointed inter-
preter of Scripture, while the scientist is seen as the God-appointed interpreter of nature, each read-
ing (through “special lenses”) his own “book of revelation.”

According to proponents of this idea, whenever there is an apparent conflict between the con-
clusions of the scientist and the conclusions of the theologian—especially with regard to such ques-
tions as the origin of the Universe, the solar system, plant life, animal life, and man—it is the the-
ologian who must rethink his interpretation of Scripture in such a way as to bring the Bible into
harmony with the scientists’ consensus. Since “the Bible is not a textbook on science,” and since
these problems overlap the territory in which science alone must give us detailed and authoritative
answers, the theologian is the one who should “correct” his views. It is held that this is necessarily
the case because if a grammatical/historical interpretation of any biblical account should lead the
Bible student to adopt conclusions that are contrary to the prevailing views of trained scientists con-
cerning the origin and nature of the material Universe, then that Bible student would be guilty of
making God a deceiver of mankind in these vitally important matters. But a God of Truth cannot
lie (Titus 1:2; Hebrews 6:18). Therefore, so the argument goes, the Bible account must be “inter-
preted” in such a manner as to bring it into full agreement with the generally accepted views of
contemporary scientists.

There is a variety of ways by which advocates of the Double-Revelation Theory hope to ac-
complish this highly unusual dichotomy. If one is speaking of Genesis 1-11, for example, these
chapters are not to be viewed as literal or historical. Instead, they must be viewed as “mythical”
or “allegorical.” The Bible, so we are told, is intended to provide answers to important “spiritual
questions” such as “Who?” or “Why?” Scientists, on the other hand, must provide the answers to
important questions such as “When?” and “How?”

It is not difficult to document examples revealing the popularity of the Double-Revelation The-
ory. In fact, John Whitcomb devoted an entire appendix in one of his books to listing proponents
of the Double-Revelation Theory (1978, pp. 163-165), and there are many more names that could
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be added to his list. For example, on June 13, 1986, Henry Morris (creationist and then-president
of the Institute for Creation Research) and Lewis Mammel (theist, but anti-creationist and research-
er at AT&T Bell Research Laboratories) debated the subject of the age of the Earth. During the
closing moments of the debate, in response to a question from the audience, Dr. Mammel stated,
in speaking about Christians and creationists, “I think they would be able to adjust their interpre-
tation to agree with what we see in the natural world. | think it’s a mistake to elevate doctrine
above our reason and the evidence of our senses” (see Mammel and Morris, 1986, emp. added).

There are others, of course, who agree with Dr. Mammel in this approach. Davis A. Young, as
a professor of geology at Calvin College, advocated similar views. In his book, Creation and the
Flood, he acknowledged that the literal-day interpretation of the Genesis account of creation is “the
obvious view,” and that the Bible teaches a universal Flood. Nevertheless, he felt compelled to re-
ject (and did reject!) these teachings of Scripture because “geology” (i.e., geology as interpreted
through an evolutionary framework) has “disproved” them (1977, pp. 44,172). In his book, Chris-
tianity and the Age of the Earth, Dr. Young stated:

The Bible is indeed the infallible, inerrant Word of God. It is absolutely true in matters of science

and history as much as in matters of salvation and religion. But nature is also from God, and nature

would lead us to believe that the Earth is extremely old. Scientific investigation of the world God

gave us is an exciting enterprise that God would have us engage in. We do not need the flight-from-

reality science of creationism (1982, p. 163).

Young has made it clear that while he verbally professes a belief in God’s Word as infallible and
inerrant, that Word will not be allowed to dictate to him the truth in certain areas.

Another religionist who has accepted the Double-Revelation Theory is Pattle P.T. Pun, pro-
fessor of biology at Wheaton College, who has written:

It is apparent that the most straightforward understanding of the Genesis record, without regard to
all the hermeneutical considerations suggested by science, is that God created heaven and earth
in six solar days, that man was created in the sixth day, that death and chaos entered the world after
the Fall of Adam and Eve, that all of the fossils were the result of the catastrophic universal deluge
which spared only Noah’s family and the animals therewith....

However, the Recent Creationist position has two serious flaws. First, it has denied and belittled
the vast amount of scientific evidence amassed to support the theory of natural selection and the an-
tiquity of the earth. Secondly, much Creationist writing has “deistic” implications...the stipulation
that the varieties we see today in the biological world were present in the initial Creation implies
that the Creator is no longer involved in creation in a dynamic way (1987, 39:14).

Dr. Pun’s accusation that creationists’ teachings have “deistic” implications is both unwarranted and
unfair. Creationists do not teach or imply that all the varieties of plants and animals were present
in the initial creation, but only the basic “kinds”—which is exactly what Genesis says no less than
ten times in its first chapter. Furthermore, the fact that God no longer is creating (Genesis 2:1)
does not mean that He somehow is inactive in the present world. Jesus Himself stated, in fact, that
His Father “worketh even until now” (John 5:17). While God’s work of creation is complete, His
work of redemption continues. Creationists cannot be accused justifiably of advocating deism in
any form. [NOTE: For an up-to-date discussion and refutation of deism from a creationist point of
view, see Thompson, 2000b, pp. 33-42.] The 